PUBLI C HEARI NG
M LI TARY BASE CLOSI NGS

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALI GNVENT COWM SSI ON ( BRAC)

Monday, May 16, 2005

Hart Senate O fice Buil ding, Room SH 216
Washi ngton, D.C.



ATTENDANCE

COW SSI ONERS

The Honorabl e Anthony J. Principi, Chairman
The Honorabl e Janmes H. Bil bray

The Honorable Philip E. Coyle Il

Admral Harold W Gehman, Jr., USN (Ret.)
The Honorabl e Janes V. Hansen

General Janes T. Hill, USA (Ret.)

General LlIoyd W Newton, USAF (Ret.)

The Honor abl e Sanuel K. Skinner

Bri gadi er General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret.)

W TNESSES:

The Honorabl e Donald H Runsfeld, Secretary of Defense

General Richard B. Myers, USAF, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
St af f

The Honorable M chael W Wnne, Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technol ogy, and Logistics

The Honorable Philip W G one, Deputy Under Secretary of

Def ense for Installations and Environnent



OPENI NG STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. PRI NCI P, CHAI RVAN, DEFENSE

BASE CLOSURE & REALI GNVENT COWMM SSI ON

Chai rman Principi: Good afternoon. | ampleased to
wel come t he Honorabl e Donal d Runsfeld, the Secretary of
Def ense, Ceneral Richard B. Myers, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the Honorable M chael Wnne, Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technol ogy and
Logistics, to this afternoon's heari ng.

There can few burdens heavier than the responsibility
of waki ng up each norni ng know ng that you are answerable to
the American people and to history for the defense of
America's 229-year experinment in denocracy. Secretary
Runsfel d, General Myers, Under Secretary Wnne, | comend
you all for your decades-long careers of public service and
for the vigor and energy you denonstrate daily in the
exerci se of your responsibilities.

The Congress entrusts our Arned Forces with vast, but
not unlimted, resources. Your responsibilities to our
nation and to the nen and wonmen who bring the Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps to life demand that you nmake the
best possible use of the limted resources avail able to you.

As | observed in the Comm ssion's first hearing, every
dol | ar consuned in redundant, unnecessary, obsol ete,

i nappropriately designed or |located infrastructure is a

3



dol l ar not available to provide the training that m ght save
a marine's life, purchase the nmunitions to win a soldier's
firefight, or fund advances that could ensure continued

dom nance of the air or the seas.

The Congress recogni zed that fact when it authorized
you to prepare a proposal to realign or close donestic
bases. However, it is inportant to renenber that the
Congress directed an i ndependent, fair, and equitable
assessnment and eval uati on of both your proposal and the data
and met hodol ogy used to devel op that proposal. This
Commi ssion will provide that assessnment openly and
transparently, applying the criteria set forth in the
statute.

If your proposals are accepted by the President and the
Congress, what you propose will have profound effects on
communities and on the people who bring themto life. They
will also shape our mlitary capabilities for decades to
cone. And that is why the Congress and the President | ook
to us for an unbi ased assessnent and clear-eyed reality
check.

The nenbers of the Conm ssion accepted the chall enge
and necessity of providing that assessnent. W conmmtted to
the Congress, to the President, and the Anerican people that

our deli berations and deci sions were to be based on the
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criteria set forth in the statute. W wll exam ne the
proposed plan and neasure it against the criteria for
mlitary value set forth in the law, especially the need for
the surge manni ng and for honeland security. W w |l assess
your proposals' ability to support mlitary force structure,
including the reported 70,000 mlitary personnel antici pated
to return to our shores. W will consider the economc

i npact your proposals wll have on the communities and the
peopl e who have supported our national security for decades.

W also commtted that our deliberations and deci sions
woul d be devoid of politics, and that we woul d address our
own conflicts of interest, should they arise. In addition,
we wi Il be open, independent, fair, and equitable, and we
wi |l ensure that people and communities affected by your
proposals, M. Secretary, have, through our site visits and
public hearings, a chance to provide us with direct input on
t he substance of your proposal and the nethodol ogy and
assunptions behind it.

M. Secretary, General Myers, Under Secretary Wnne, in
turn, we look to your, your staffs, the |eadership of the
Depart nent of Defense and of the mlitary services to
provide us with conplete and accurate information and
expedi ted responses to our requests for additional data.

This hearing, your statenents, and your responses to our



questions will be the first steps in that process, but
surely not the |ast.

| look forward to our discussion this afternoon and to
a continuing cooperative relationship as the Comm ssion
enbarks on the arduous task, an assessnent that we w ||
conpl ete before this sumer is ended.

| now request our witnesses to stand for the
adm nistration of the oath required by the Base C osure and
Real i gnnment Statute. The oath will be adm nistered by M.
Dan Cowhi g, the Comm ssion's designated federal officer for
adm ni stering oaths and openi ng and cl osi ng our heari ngs.

M. Cowhi g?

[ Wher eupon, the witnesses were sworn. |

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

M. Secretary?
TESTI MONY OF HON. DONALD RUMSFELD, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE;

ACCOVPANI ED BY HON. M CHAEL W WYNNE, UNDER SECRETARY

OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUI SI TI ON, TECHNCOLOGY AND LOd STI CS

Secretary Runsfeld: M. Chairman, nmenbers of the
Comm ssion, we thank you for this opportunity to discuss the
Def ense Departnent's recomendati ons on Base Real i gnnment and
Cl osure, and we thank all of you for agreeing to serve our
country and perform what undoubtedly will be a form dable

t ask.



The Departnent is in need of change and adj ustnent.

The current arrangenents, designed for the Cold War, nust
give way to new denmands of the war agai nst extrem sm and

ot her evolving challenges in the world. W face an eneny
that's dispersed throughout the world, does not operate the
same way as the traditional eneny, has no territory to
defend, no pernanent bases to safeguard, and is constantly
adapting, as nust we.

Some have asked why we're proposing any base cl osures
during a tinme of war, and the answer is because the changes
are essential in helping us win in this conflict.

Consi der the array of issues of concern to the
Departnent, and, indeed, to the country: relieving stress on
the force, inproving the ability of the forces to cooperate
jointly, protecting forces stationed at vul nerabl e bases and
| ocati ons across the country, properly equipping the troops.

If one thinks about those priorities, it clearly makes
sense to do all that we can to identify and renove whatever
excess exists to be better able to address those pressing
needs to help the war fighters. 1In fact, those changes are
nore necessary, not less, during atinme of war. At the sane
time, by making these changes, the Anerican taxpayer
benefits. This, in essence, is the logic and the inperative

of BRAC



A few comments about what's been undertaken over the
past two and a half years:

First, as required by law, the primary factor in each
BRAC deci si on has been an assessnent of an installation's
underlying mlitary value. Indeed, mlitary judgnents have
pl ayed a key role fromthe outset, and properly so. 1In a
time of war, whenever we can find ways to increase support
for mlitary needs to help the war fighters, we can do no
| ess.

Second, the previous four BRAC rounds -- '88, '91, '93,
and 1995 -- over tinme have elimnated what's estimated to be
sonmet hing in the nei ghborhood of 21 percent of then-existing
US mlitary infrastructure and reallocating nmany billions
of dollars to nore pressing mlitary needs. This year's
recommendations, if approved, are estimated to result in up
to 5.5 billion in recurring annual savings, a net savings of
-- another estimate -- of up to $48.8 billion over sone 20
years. Wen conbined with the proposed changes to U S.
gl obal posture, the projected 20-year net savings increase.

Third, for the first time, the BRAC deliberations took
pl ace with an enphasis on jointness. The Depart nent
recogni zed that operating jointly reduces overhead costs,

i nproves efficiency, and facilitates cooperative training

and research. Inportantly, the proposed consolidations al so
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free up personnel and resources to reduce stress on the
force and to enhance force protection.

Addi tionally, the Departnent al so considered potentia
conti ngency and surge requirenents, as required by statute,
and possible increases in active-duty troop levels. These
recomendations, if adopted by the conm ssions, the
President, and, ultimtely, the Congress, would result in
sone 33 nmj or base closures and 29 nmj or base realignnents
out of sonme 318 nmjor domestic mlitary facilities. Put
anot her way, BRAC would close a bit |ess than 10 percent of
major U S mlitary facilities, and realign sonething |like
another 9 percent, if the recommendati ons were approved.

BRAC will also help further the President's goal of
bringi ng service nenbers together under one unbrella. One
way this would happen is through the consolidation of
research and support and training functions of the different
services at what the Departnment is calling centers of
excel l ence. These centers inprove the ability of the
mlitary branches to share information, adopt conmon
standards and procedures, and increase efficiencies. These
changes, in turn, boost the ability to provide critica
services to the nmen and wonen in uniform

And on that issue, let nme say a few words about the

proposed -- the proposal that would affect Walter Reed and

9



Bet hesda Naval Hospital. A nunber of you have visited those
facilities over the years. And every tinme | go there to
visit with the wounded and their famlies, | come away truly
i nspired and strengthened by their courage and by their
dedication. And |'ve also net with the outstandi ng nedica
personnel there in both hospitals who are devoted to
provi ding the very best possible nedical care. So, we can
be, | believe, especially encouraged by what the Depart nent
proposed to do with Walter Reed, naking it an even better
medi cal facility than today.

When the proposed consolidation is conpleted, the
Wal ter Reed Medical Center at Bethesda will stand as a
state-of-the-art nedical center, bringing together the best-
possi bl e nedical talent, and inproving the treatnment and
ot her services provided to the troops and their famlies.
These changes were proposed by the mlitary nedical
prof essionals in the services, and focused on such
priorities as inproving inpatient and outpatient services,
casual ty-care research, potential surge capabilities, and
care for retirees. The mlitary should benefit fromthese
changes.

Wil e the concept of BRACis nearly two decades old
now, this country has al ways nade changes to its mlitary

infrastructure, as required by changing tines and changi ng
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threats. Consider that many of the state and national parks
that Americans tour with their famlies were once
functioning mlitary bases. Fort MHenry, just a short
drive from Washi ngton, was a defensive position in the
Revol utionary War, expanded into a fort in the early 1800s.
One- hundred years after it served as the focal point of our
national anthem the fort was turned into a city park, |ater
to serve as an Arny hospital, and then, ultimtely, as a
Coast Cuard station in Wrld War 11

I"d like to provide a little background on the process
behi nd these recommendati ons that are presented.

The current BRAC effort began nore than two years ago
with the devel opment of a 20-year force-structure plan and a
top-to-bottominventory of U'S. facilities worldwi de. In
fact, one mght say that the process started even earlier,
with the dobal Posture Review that we began in early 2001
at the request of the President. That's now sonething in
excess of four years ago.

I ndeed, the considerations related to gl obal posture
fed into the BRAC analysis, allowng the Departnment to
antici pate and prepare for the return of tens of thousands
of mlitary personnel and their famlies. And the know edge
gai ned by the two-year d obal Posture Review has inforned

these deliberations in inportant ways.
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Thr ough extensive consultation with the service
secretaries, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the conbatant
commanders, a panel of high-ranking mlitary and civilian
officials devel oped criteria and matrices to assess every
US. facility, every piece of Departnent of Defense
infrastructure in every mlitary base in the United States,
taking into account |essons |earned from previ ous BRAC
rounds.

As you know, the word "base" includes nmuch nore than
what one traditionally thinks of as a base. It includes
ports, airfields, industrial and research facilities, |eased
space, and the liKke.

A word about the criteria. |In addition to assessnents
of mlitary value, the Departnent al so exam ned ot her key
factors, including the econonic inpact on existing
communities in the vicinities of installations, the extent
and timng of potential cost and savings, the ability of
exi sting and potential receiving comunities to support
forces and m ssions and personnel, and the environnental
i npact, including the inpact of costs related to
envi ronnental restoration, conpliance, and waste nanagenent.

" m advi sed that the analysis used certified data under
the process nonitored by the Governnent Accounting Ofice

and the Departnent's inspection and audit agencies. The
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Departnent is recomrendi ng fewer major base cl osures than
had earlier been anticipated. This is due, in part, to the
pl anned return of tens of thousands of troops through the
G obal Posture Review, and it's also a result of the

deci sion to reduce the anmount of |eased space to inprove
force protection.

Nonet hel ess, the changes that will occur will affect a
nunber of communities, communities in that past that have
warm y enbraced nearby mlitary installations for a good
many years. The Departnment will take great care to work
with these communities with the respect that they have
earned, and stand ready with various types of assistance.

Specifically, with the support of the President, the
Depart nent of Defense, and other departnments of the
governnment, we're prepared to provi de personnel transfer and
job-training assistance in collaboration with the Depart nent
of Labor, provide |ocal econom c adjustnent assistance
through the Departnent's O fice of Econom c Adj ustnent, use
our authorities to accelerate and support re-use needs, and
work with the Departnent of Commerce and ot her federa
agencies to assist |ocal econom c recovery.

Many | ocal econom es that had been inpacted by previous
BRAC deci sions did successfully find ways to get positive

results out of a situation that at first nust have seened
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dire, which is a tribute, of course, to the ingenuity of
those folks. Al effective communities will not be able to
replicate positive results, of course; but every effort wll
be made to assist them

One unavoi dable reality of the BRAC process, as with
any change, is that all of the decisions made will not neet
wi th unani nous acclaim W' ve seen that already.

I nevitably, Menbers of Congress and other elected officials
will urge the Commission to reconsider these
recomendations. And we understand that.

Now, |et ne say sonething about the concerns of the
Menbers of the Congress. Back when | served in the House of
Representatives, | used to tell student groups that each of
those individuals is there for a reason, and, find out what
that reason is, and you will have | earned sonething
i nportant about our country and its people. So, needless to
say, you, properly, should listen careful to the testinony
and the presentati ons nade by those fol ks.

Over the years, |'ve personally net with hundreds of
el ected representatives, Menbers of the House and the
Senate. They take their responsibilities to their
constituents very seriously, and they, understandably, want
to ensure that the BRAC process proceeds with integrity and

with fairness, and that all of their concerns have been
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taken into account.

Consi der the exhaustive review that's just been
conpleted. Senior mlitary and civilian | eaders exam ned
what I'mtold is an estimated 25 mllion pieces of data,
consi dered sone 1,000 different scenarios or approaches, and
devot ed sone 4,000 nman hours, while their staffs expended
tens of thousands of hours nore.

The Departnment now has conpleted its statutory role in
the BRAC process. Any further decisions, deliberations or
anal ysis wll occur under the auspices of your statutory
BRAC Commi ssion, the President, and, finally, the U S.

Congr ess.

Because the Conm ssion can access nore information, and
wi Il have the opportunity to hear directly frompotentially-
i npacted conmunities, and can hold hearings, it's possible
that you may |l earn sone things that are new and propose
changes to these recomendati ons, as prior BRAC Comm ssions
have done. W understand that. And we want to thank each
of the Comm ssioners for agreeing to serve. [It's an
i nportant assignnent, and we appreciate the role you pl ay.

However, | do want to offer one cautionary note as your
del i berations proceed. As | nentioned, jointness anong the
services was introduced as a key criteria for decision-

maki ng. The Departnment recognizes that operating jointly
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reduces overhead costs, inproves efficiencies, and
facilitates cooperative training and research. And | woul d
suggest that one nust be careful about taking a selective

| ook at individual conponents or pieces of these
recommendati ons wi t hout consi dering how t hose conmponents or
pieces fit into the |arger whole.

I was involved in the process that was initially
established in the Departnent for this. Then the services
made their recommendations. The joint cross-service groups
then net and invol ved the conbatant commanders. A senior
mlitary and civilian | eadership of the Departnent then took
all of that, |ooked at it together, and nade a series of
judgnments as to priorities with respect to mlitary val ue,
priorities with respect to other aspects of it.

When it cane to nme, | |looked at it and was convi nced
and persuaded that | ought not to change any of it, that
were | totry to reach into the mddle of it and pull a
thread, that the interconnections and rel ati onshi ps were
such that the nonintuitive effects could be not well
understood by ne in trying to do so.

So, ny confidence is in the process, it's in the people
who were involved init. | made a conscious decision not to
add anyt hing or take anything out or change anything or nake

it nore or make it less. | sinply didn't.
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And | think that it is -- it's inmportant to | ook at
each piece to be sure, as presentations were nmade, but I
woul d al so suggest it's inportant to | ook at the totality of
it and how the various pieces link with each other.

Change i s never easy. Abraham Lincoln once conpared
trying to change the United States Arny to bailing out the
Potonmac River with a teaspoon. 1In a case |like this, when
communities are inpacted, change is particularly hard.

Ef fective cormmunities have legitimte argunents as to why
their installation should be considered essential. And
that's why the BRAC process was created, to take a | ong,
hard, careful, unbiased | ook at the overall infrastructure,
and make tough decisions so we can shift resources to where
they're urgently needed.

M. Chairman and nenbers of the Comm ssion, the task
ahead is to hel p nove forces and resources to where they can
best provide for our nation's defense. And, in doing so,
you wi |l bequeath to Anerica an inportant and | asting
| egacy, one you can be proud of, we can all be proud of.

So, | thank you for taking on the task, and we | ook
forward to responding to your questions.

Ceneral Myers has a statenent.

TESTI MONY OF GENERAL RI CHARD B. MYERS, CHAI RVAN, JO NT

CH EFS OF STAFF
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General Myers: Thank you, M. Chairman, and nenbers of
t he Conm ssi on.

The 2005 BRAC process is vital to ensuring the United
States has the best-trained, best-equipped mlitary to neet
the threats and chall enges of the 21st century. | am proud
of all the Arnmed Forces' transformational efforts and
successes over the past four years. The inperative is that
we must continue to transformto neet the chall enges facing
our country today and in the future.

BRAC i s not a standal one event, but one of severa
interrel ated processes for transform ng the war fighting
capability of the joint force. BRACis properly sequenced
wi th our national defense strategy and our national mlitary
strategy. Additionally, these BRAC recommendations are
aligned with our global basing strategy, which transforns
the Cold War footprint into one focused on forces that are
flexible and agile. And, finally, these recommendations are
in harnmony with the vision and goals laid out for the
ongoi ng Quadrenni al Defense Revi ew.

| believe these recomendati ons are unprecedented in
several ways. First, in terns of their focus on jointness,
whi ch increases efficiency and, nore inportantly, inproves
our war fighting capability. Second, these recomendati ons

i nclude an inportant focus on the reserve conponent, who
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have been full partners in this war against extremism The
recommendations will help the reserve conponent nodernize,

i nprove their nobilization processes, and transformfor the
21st-century security environnent. And, third, and finally,
t hese recommendati ons are unprecedented in that they account
for the post-9/11 security environnment, including our
honel and- def ense m ssion and force-protection concerns.

Bot h the commander of U S. Pacific Command and the commander
of U.S. Northern Command believe these recomendati ons
preserve their ability to protect the honel and and support
civil authorities.

W have | ooked at our facilities froma force-
protection standpoint so that we can better protect our
servicenmen and -wonen, and their famlies, as well as our
Depart nent of Defense civilians.

As you know, mlitary value was the primary
consi deration in our BRAC deci sion-maki ng process;
therefore, we focused on current and future m ssion
requi renents, the availability and condition of Iand,
facilities, and airspace for staging and training;
mai ntaining the ability to surge; and cost of operations and
manpower i nplications.

The process we went through was very thorough and very

rigorous, and we had full joint and senior-1level involvenent
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fromacross the Armed Forces. The conbatant commands

provi ded i nputs and comments throughout the process,
ensuring the perspectives our senior war fighters were fully
consi der ed.

In nmy view, this BRAC reconmendation is good for
national security, as it converts excess capacity into war
fighting capability and enhances our ability to operate as a
joint, total-force team It's good for the troops,
provi di ng them nodern, world-class facilities. And, of
course, it's good for the taxpayer.

As we continue to fight violent extrem smand transform
our force to neet future security challenges, the support of
the American people is absolutely critical. And I'd like to
recogni ze the trenmendous support our soldiers, sailors,
ai rmen, marines, coast guardsnen, and DOD civilians receive
every day fromcommunities across the country.

Let ne cl ose by saying thank you to the Comnm ssion.

You have undertaken a very difficult and often very
t hankl ess work, but it is inmportant and necessary work as we

structure our mlitary for the 21st century.

And | | ook forward to responding to your questions, as
wel | .

Thank you.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, General.
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M. Secretary?

M. Wnne: M. Chairman, | don't have a statenent for
this panel. [|'malso on panel nunber two and will reserve
the tine there to nake a statenent. | stand ready to

support your questions, sir.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you very nuch.

M. Secretary, | just mght add that | think, based
upon a very prelimnary review of your recomendations, we
noted the conplexity of those recomendations, in that, you
now, a mlitary base that is slated for closure or a
real i gnnent or a gain has inpacted on many ot her bases. And
it'"ll make our work harder, but certainly we understand
that, and we'll certainly take it into consideration as we
| ook at the seam ess whole and not just an individua
mlitary installation.

M. Secretary, 1'd Iike to ask a question about the
interrel ati onshi p between your BRAC reconmendati ons and the
ongoi ng Quadrenni al Defense Review. G ven that the QR has
revi ew groups focusi ng on manni ng and force bal anci ng,

m ssions capability m x, and business practices, how do you
ensure that you don't have the proverbial cart before the
horse i n maki ng BRAC recomendations to the Comm ssion

wi t hout having the benefit of the conpleted QDR and, | al so

m ght add, the nobility and capability study that you have

21



ongoi ng, the Overseas Basing Study? |s the BRAC the cart
before the horse?

Secretary Runsfeld: ©OCh, no. Indeed, this is something
that a great deal of thought has been given to. 1In a
departnent, as you know, as large and conplex as the
Departnent of Defense, there's never been a nonth in its
hi story that there haven't been studi es underway of various
types. We have Quadrenni al Defense Reviews every four
years. W have budget process every period. There are
constantly studies that are being undertaken. And were the
world to have to stop every tinme there' s another study
that's bei ng undertaken, obviously nothing woul d ever
happen.

So, we have been, in this -- BRAC recommendati on have
been informed by previous BRAC rounds, which has been --
have been hel pful, and the | essons |earned there, sone of
which you all were involved in. This is ny first one, so
I"mbrand new at this. |It's been inforned by the | ast
Quadrenni al Defense Review. It is being informed by the
Quadrenni al Defense Review as it's going along. And that is
not a concern that we have.

Chairman Principi: Your recomendations, M.
Secretary, include a significant reduction in the nunber of

Air National Guard bases and aircraft, and the realignnent
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of others. To what extent do the proposed BRAC
recommendations and realignnments and closures -- do they
retain sufficient flexibility in Reserve and Guard facility
capacity to neet unanticipated future needs?

Secretary Runsfeld: Dick, do you want to respond to
t hat ?

General Myers: You bet. | -- as | nentioned in ny
openi ng statenent, M. Conm ssioner, | thought the -- |
think the view towards the reserve conponents was one of the
things that was unprecedented about this particul ar BRAC
and, | think, very, very healthy. And if you're referring
to the Air Force piece of this -- or are you referring to
the total piece?

Chairman Principi: Well, the total piece.

General Myers: The total piece, M. Chairman?

Chai rman Principi: But there is a significant
reduction in Air National Guard.

Ceneral Myers: Yes. The hardware, though, goes
somewhere else. And the primary thing that was behind that,
fromthe Departnent of the Air Force, was to consolidate the
har dwar e where you can get the units right-sized, if you
will. What they have right now are pockets of small nunbers
of aircraft that are at various locations, and it makes it

unw el dy when you try to assess them-- access them excuse
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me -- access themfor missions, particularly the kind of
m ssions we're in today in Irag and Afghani stan, and, for
that matter, around the world. So the idea was to
consolidate the aircraft where they becone nore accessible,
and, at the sane tinme, ensure that these units do not go
wi thout a m ssion. They becone force providers for conbat
support and also in the UAV business, as well. So, it was a
-- | think, a very good plan to bring the reserve conponent
into the -- both the Air Reserve and the Air National Guard
-- into the 21st-century security environnment, making them
much viable, if you will.

| don't think -- | don't think we | ose any aircraft in
this -- they're just -- they're just realigned, and m ssions
are realigned. And we checked with Adm ral Keating, out at
Honel and Security, to nake sure that the posture that was
| eft was sufficient for the honel and-security m ssion, given
that the Air Force Reserve conmponents have a nmj or piece of
that mssion -- |I'mtal king now about the air-defense
m ssion of the United States. And his evaluation, and his
staff's evaluation, was, yes, it does; it gives us a robust
capacity to continue to protect this nation in the air-
defense role that they've been given.

Chai rman Principi: General Myers, | recognize that

currently many Guard and Reserve personnel travel
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significant distances to do their Reserve and Guard training
and drills, weekend drills. However, this will, | would

i magi ne, exacerbate that situation. Do you see any adverse
i npact on recruitnment and retention, with the di stances
becom ng even greater, in sonme cases?

General Myers: | don't think, in the process that we
antici pated, that we would have difficulties in recruiting
and retention. | think -- and now we're tal king nore
broadl y about the entire reserve-conponent |ook. The
efforts on the Arny side and the Air Force side involved the
seni or | eadership of the Guard and Reserve, in both cases,
who essentially -- the senior |eadership bought into this
real i gnnent, these consolidations, and closures. And, no
doubt, there will be sone inconveni ences, where sonebody
that was used to drilling a couple of mles away may have to
drive further for that training, but we think the training
will be better; in sonme cases, joint, which it needs to be;
as opposed to having individual arnories out there, where if
you want to access, again, these people to go do mlitary
m ssions, a lot of retraining i s necessary.

I don't know that there was any absol ute standard for
di stance driven, but, as sone people know, guardsnen and
reservists travel enornous distances today, depending on the

unit and what they do, and so forth.
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| think we used, kind of a rule of thunb, if it was a
nore than 50 mles, then you'd have to think pretty
seriously about it. I'msure there are cases where there
are nore -- it's nore than 50. And it depends on where you
are and the transportation infrastructure that's around it,
and so forth.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, General.

One final question. M. Secretary, your Kkickoff neno
of, I think, back in Novenber 2002 set out sone goals for
t he BRAC process. Do you feel that your reconmendations
have achi eved your goals, in ternms of cost-savings, in terns
of transformation, nore jointness, that these
recommendati ons are where you want themto be?

Secretary Runsfeld: M. Chairman, we certainly fee
that the recomendati ons that have been made by the
Departnent clearly reflect a great deal of care as to
mlitary val ues, which was the first and nost inportant
criteria, that they will, in fact, assist with respect to
the Departnment's desire to find ways to continue to inprove
our ability to operate jointly.

| guess the only thing I'd say is that the anticipation
had been that the nunbers would be larger, and, as the work
went along -- | suppose this mght have happened in

previously BRACs, as well -- the nore various factors were
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taken into account by chiefs and by the services and by the
conbat ant comranders and by the senior |eadership of the
Departnent, the nunbers ended up shrinking down to the
nunbers that have been presented. The nunbers were noving
vari ous ways. They were -- cane down partly because of the
fact that we're bringing so many forces back from overseas,
partly because of the fact that we are reducing | ease space.
And they went up sonewhat because of the desire to make
sure that we had the surge capability, which the Congress,
needl ess to say, properly provided in the statute, and which
we certainly agree with.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

M. Bilbray?

M. Bilbray: Yes. [Is this on?

M. Secretary, General, M. Secretary, I'mgoing to
followup a little bit on the question on the Guard and

Reserves, because, in going through the proposed cl osures,

like in Al abama, Al aska, Arizona, the first -- just the
first page -- alnost all the closures are Guard and Reserves
facilities. | know staff has been nervous about the fact

they haven't received a |lot of certified analysis
i nformati on that was supposed to cone over from your
Departnent to the staffs so that we could on to this. So,

one of ny questions is, Wien are we going to receive that
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certified material ?
And the second, Ceneral Mers, |I'Il tell you, when

| ook at the ampunt of Guard and Reserve units bei ng shut

down -- and not units, but their facilities -- | think, as
this war drags on -- and it looks like it's going to drag on
for alot longer -- and nore and nore Guard and Reserve

units are having to be rotated out, you're going to have a
real enlistnment problemin the Guard and Reserves. And
anot her -- now you're going to put them further and further
away fromwhere they go to Reserve training or CGuard
training. In the case of Reno, Nevada, you're sending the
cargo planes that are there in Reno to Little Rock,
Arkansas. That's nore than a 50-mle radius fromlLas --
from Reno, Nevada. | hope that this has been consi dered,
because | know Arny enlistnments are down, and | don't know
about the other services, but the fact is, | really think
you're going to have a serious problemin Guard and Reserve
in alot of these facilities. | nean, what is it? -- four-
fifths of the closures here are Guard and Reserve centers,
it looks |ike to ne.

And so, there's two questions. One for the Secretary
and the CGeneral. Do you really think this was a smart nove?

I know you're going to say, "Ch, yeah, it was a smart

move." But is it --
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[ Laughter. ]

M. Bilbray: -- is there any chance of review ng these
Guard and Reserve units, giving us information of how --
where these troops will have to now performtheir Guard and
Reserve obligations, how far fromthe existing facilities?
And the second question is, Can we have the certified
materials that were prom sed to us as soon as possible?

M. Wnne: |If I mght start with -- M. Conm ssi oner,
about the certified data, what we did was, we released the
| egal subm ssion, as you know, on Friday, and -- though it
was due, in fact, today -- and we're undergoing security
review on all of the rest of the data. W're hoping to have
that done this week. And so, |I'mhoping by md-to-late week
we shoul d have all data rel easable to your staff. They've
al ready evidenced a concern, as we do, that the aggregation
of all this informationis -- in this day and age, is
sonmet hing we want to just make sure of. And so, we are
doing that. So, to your question, I'mfairly confident that
by the end of this week, sir, you'll be in full speed ahead
with all the necessary data.

M. Bilbray: GCeneral, as to the Guard and Reserves?

Ceneral Myers: You bet. | think -- you used a couple
of exanples there -- in nost of the Air Force noves, they

consolidate aircraft. For instance, the aircraft at Reno go
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where they go. It's not anticipated, necessarily, that the
peopl e at Reno that man those aircraft go with them
necessarily. They could, | guess, if that's what they want
to do, because | know sone people travel great distances to
fulfill their Guard and their Reserve responsibilities.

But the issue is trying to get units in enough size
where they' re accessible in a way where every tine you want

to take a G130 outfit somewhere, you don't have to go to

five or six units to find enough aircraft to fulfill that
m ssi on.
So -- and it's also inportant to note that in all these

noves, in the Air Reserves and the Air National Guard, they
are -- the ratio of aircraft between the active conponent,
the Air Force Reserve, and the Air National Guard remains
the sane. The ratio of aircraft. In previous rounds, |
think the reserve conponent was not |ooked at as hard as it
was in this round. And | think this is absolutely
appropriate that it be, because we've got to posture these
units for the future

In the case of Reno, they'Il still have a m ssion.
They' Il have a conbat support mssion. The folks that are
in that mssion are as essential as the folks that fly
airplanes. And so, they'll retain a mssion in Reno, as

they will in all these bases, | believe, w thout exception.
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They' Il retain a m ssion that can be accessed again for
whatever mlitary mssion i s needed.

M. Bilbray: Just -- so, if we could get the
i nformati on, maybe, from Secretary Wnne, that -- how far
these National Guard And Reservists are going to have to go
to continue their training fromthese facilities that are
bei ng cl osed down?

M. Wnne: Sir, | would say it this way. As Cenera
Myers indicated, many tines the Air Force has chosen to
instill another m ssion at the base. It wll be a choice
made by the particular Guard and Reserve -- reservists as to
whet her they accept that new m ssion. As we nove the
entirety of the force towards unmanned vehicles, for
exanple, I know the Air Force is |ooking at how to integrate
the Guard and Reserve into that m ssion, which is beconmng a
very inportant m ssion for us, and essentially saves a | ot
of travel if you can pick up that m ssion.

What Ceneral Myers said, | think, was particularly
i nportant, because, even if you have a few airplanes in a
certain base, you have a fairly |arge maintenance crew t hat
has to be there to service this. So, the consolidation of
the airplanes allows quite a bit of consolidation in the
mai nt enance activities. That |eaves sonme very good people

to be conbat support, as he indicated.
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So, | think it's going to be up to the reservists, but,
he's right, we took a very hard look at trying to make sure
that they, on their choice, do not have to go nore than 50
mles farther than they did before to essentially attend
sonme pl aces.

And | mght also add to you that in many cases you're
going to find that we went to joint Guard and Reserve
positions, which may |ist sone closures, and nay not |ist,
if you will, the fact that they are noving into a |arger
buil ding. Because we found out, as -- and the mlitary was
really hel pful here -- we found out that the -- that they
kind of like the joint arena, where they can have a | arger
critical mass of support personnel to assist all branches of
t he service.

M. Bilbray: So, was that answer a yes, we'll be
getting the material if we -- you can provide that -- how
far they have to go for us?

M. Wnne: Sir, | don't know that |I can make
i ndi vi dual choices for individual guardsnen, but | wll --

M. Bilbray: No, | nmeant just how -- if you close a

base at Skatsoon [sic], Al aska, a reserve center, and where

those -- because | think you' re going to have a serious
problem-- | really do -- on retaining guardsnmen and
reservists -- how far they'll have to travel if they want to
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stay in. O course, you can't make the deci sion whet her
they stay in or not, but | just was curious if you could
give ne sone information. Were is the next Reserve or
GQuard center fromthe ones you' re closing down?

M. Wnne: One nice thing is that we were -- actually
did this in concert with all of the adjutant generals around
the country. And so, | know they had their troops' best
interests at heart. And so, General Blum nmay be a source of
intellectual capacity on that one.

Secretary Runsfeld: | would just add that it's
important to realize that the population is not static,
either. | flewin the Naval Reserve out of Gatiot,

M chi gan, out of Anacostia, out of Aenview, Illinois, and
travel ed through two or three states to get to sonme of those
bases. And, as | noved, | would locate in different places.
And that's constantly happening with the population. So we
ought not to think of the population as being static.

Ceneral Myers: Let ne just add one nore thing, M.

Bil bray, on the -- on the Arny part, | think, as Secretary
Wnne said, every Guard and Reserve nove there is absolutely
voluntary on part of the states. Every nove. |n the case
of the Air Force, in the Reserves, | think they are fully
behind it. And the Guard | eadership is fully behind it. No

doubt, individual adjutant generals will have their views of
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this. But as a base loses a flying mssion, as | said, it
retains the expeditionary conbat support group.

This group fulfills a couple of functions. First, it's
a resource that we desperately need in nost any mlitary
m ssion. Second, it provides the governor of that state
with the kind of resources that he or she may need for the
conti ngencies that cone up where they activate the Guard.
And, third, it keeps us connected to the public in those
areas. | nean, none of these units go away; there is a unit
that stays. And | think that's a very inportant point in
this discussion.

M. Bilbray: Thank you bot h.

Chai rman Principi: M. Coyle?

M. Coyle: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Secretary Runsfeld, General Mers, Secretary Wnne,
thank you very nuch for your testinony this afternoon.

M. Secretary, this BRAC round is the first to be
conducted in a decade; as you noted in your statenent, the
first to be conducted during wartinme. |It's also the first
to be conducted at a tine when Defense budgets are
consistently going up. All of the past BRAC rounds were
conduct ed when the budget was going down. [It's the first
BRAC round to be conducted since 9/11 and in that

environnent. And it's also the first to be conducted under
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a new threat matrix under the national defense strategy and
the QDR franmework that de-enphasizes conventional warfare
and enphasi zes unconventional warfare. And | was wondering
if you could tell us how these factors -- there's severa
factors here -- produce different kinds of recomendati ons
for this BRAC round than were typical in past BRAC rounds.

Secretary Runsfeld: Well, I'll be happy to start on
the question. There are a couple of things that cone to
mnd i mediately. One is, the gl obal posture changes
clearly are a reflection of the 21st century. The other
exanple m ght be that, as Dick Myers nentioned, a base may
be changing its mssion frommanned aircraft to unmanned
aircraft, which is totally new W hadn't had Reserve
activity -- in fact, one Reserve activity is doing that, as
| recall, Dick. And so, there are any nunbers of factors
that enter into it.

Most inportant is the role of the mlitary, the
conbat ant conmmanders, and the service chiefs and their
deputies in the entire process. They, of course, are
greatly attuned to the task, the national-security strategy
that exists, and to the tasks that they're facing.

And so, they integrated all of that thinking in the
process of nmaking their recommendati ons.

Do you want to coment ?
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M. Wnne: No, sir. | think -- | can't, obviously,
add nmuch value to that. But | wll say this, that the
reaching out that we did to the Guard and Reserve, through
the National Guard Bureau and through the conbat ant
commanders, gave this, | think, a very different flavor.

But one of the features that |I'm sure one of you all noticed
is the Secretary, when he architected this BRAC, involved
joint cross-service groups, which was the very first tine
that he gave, if you will, a crosscutting horizontal | ook
through all three services. And those joint cross-service
groups, | think, probably, this tine, were able to surface
their recommendations to the senior |eader group. And

think that had a nore profound inpact.

One of the other things that you mght realize, as you
probably have, is that there were four rounds of BRAC before
this. And so, alot of, if you wll, the bases and ports
that were -- the individual services m ght consider to be
excess were, in fact, fairly well sourced at that point in
time. And so, this was a nore deliberate | ook, a cross-
service |look. And then we were infornmed by the various
studi es that are underway, particularly, the integrated
G obal Posture Review, and each of the conbatant conmanders
took a very hard | ook, and, in fact, submitted sonme very

cogent comments, to allow us to concl ude.
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Secretary Runsfeld: Two other things conme to m nd,
Comm ssioner Coyle. One is the -- since 9/11, the issue of
force protection, of course, in the United States has
changed dramatically. And, second, since 9/11, the
Depart nent now has a focus on honel and defense, which had
not been fashioned the way it is today, as you know wel |
fromyour experience in the Departnent.

M. Coyle: If I could just follow up, fromthe
materials that we've gotten so far, it looks like there is
sone potentially very | arge swings, one way or the other,
which are not reflected in the materials we've gotten so
far. For exanple, in our |ast hearings, in the first week
of May, we were told that 70,000 mlitary personnel were
going to be comng back to the United States, but, in the
materials we've gotten so far, only about -- |less than
15,000 of those are accounted for. And as | read the
interimreport fromthe Overseas Basing Conm ssion, they are
sort of saying, "Don't do this now Don't" -- Genera
Ei senhower, wi th whom General Myers has been conpared so
favorably, had a saying, "Let's not make our m stakes in a
hurry. ™"

[ Laughter. ]

M. Coyle: And it sounds to ne like that's what the

Overseas Basing Commi ssion is saying, also. And so,
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dependi ng on how t he Departnent responds, this Conm ssion

ei ther has 55,000 troops to deal with that are not addressed
in the materials that we've gotten so far, or perhaps they
are, depending on how the Overseas Basi ng Comm ssion thing
comes out. And then there's another 30,000 or so Arny
soldiers, additions to the U S. Arny, that we read about in
t he newspapers that don't seemto be addressed.

So, we see sone very large nunbers that could go one
way or the other. And my question is, How is the Departnent
going to deal with all of this?

Secretary Runsfeld: The work that's going on, on
adj usting our gl obal posture, has been going on, as | said,
for about four years. The estimate currently is that it
w Il eventually anmount to sonmething |ike plus or m nus
70,000 mlitary and 100, 000 dependents. It will not happen
like that. It wll be a matter where we will -- are in the
process al ready of determ ning which is our first choice as
to what we would do when, and then working with those
countries and begi nning the process of shifting both
overseas and back, trying to do it in a nmanner with our
allies that's respectful of themand their conmunities, and
doing it in a way that gives the United States the greatest
flexibility in the use of our forces, to the extent they're

going to be |located outside of the United States. That's a
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process that will then cause us to go to Country A, our
first choice, have a discussion, decide whether or not we
think that's acceptable; if it isn't, go to Country B and
see if there's a nore acceptabl e approach to give the
Anerican people the flexibility of using their forces that
their taxpayers' dollars deserve.

Now, that means that it will play out over a sustained

period of tinme. There's a high degree of confidence on the

people -- on the part of the people who have been invol ved
inthis -- BRAC recommendations -- that they have a clear
under st andi ng of what very likely will ultimtely conme back.

And the question as to when, the timng depends on the
negoti ations with those countries, the costs, and how we
phase it in.

But we are absolutely persuaded that the work that's
been done on gl obal posture has been well done, and that we
know how we' re proceeding. 1'Il be quite honest, | think
the Overseas Basi ng Conmm ssion was unhel pful in many
respects, inthat it -- our people tell ne, after study of
what they've got -- that sonme of the information may have
been classified. Sone of the information we al ready know,
that was posted on their Website, has given concern to sone
of the countries we've been negotiating with, because it

reveal s our negotiating position in a way that we haven't
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previously discussed with the other countries, which is
not ably unhel pful. And, third, that they feel that the --
some of the conclusions in there, sone of the factua
information, is not conpletely correct.

So, we're in the process of working with themto try to
sort through that, but I think you will find, when the data
comes over, that it's going to fit; it just isn't clear
exactly what the timng would be, because it takes tine to
engage in these kinds of negotiations.

M. Coyle: Thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

Ceneral Myers: Can | just tag onto that? Just on the
wor k we' ve done on our overseas basing posture. | don't
think it cones across every tine we tal k about this subject,
but this was not just a DOD plan. This was a U. S.
Government plan. This was worked very hard in the
i nteragency with the Departnent of State and others to
consider all the inplications that we could on adjusting our
footprint. And | think I"'mright in saying that -- well, |
know I"mright in saying that all the conbatant commanders
pl ayed a very integral part in this, but particularly, |
think, the overseas conbatant commanders were the genesis
for nost of the ideas, and brought those ideas forward to be

reviewed and were part of the process as we took a | ook at:
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What should our footprint look like in the future?

So, it was -- it's been going on now for many years.
As the Secretary said, it was a U S. Governnment effort, not
just the Departnent of Defense, and | think we're very
confident that we're not going so fast here that we're goi ng
to disrupt sonething very good. |In fact, | think just the
opposite's true, if we don't nake sone of this happen, we're
going to be stuck in the Cold War, in that m ndset, for a
long tine to conme, which would be unfortunate.

Chai rman Principi: Admral Gehman?

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you, M. Chairnan.

M. Secretary, unfortunately, | have a little bit of
laryngitis, so | can't ask you very many questi ons.

Secretary Runsfeld: That's all right.

[ Laught er. ]

Admral Gehman: First of all, 1'd like to make two
poi nts. Thank you and CGeneral Myers for appearing. |It's
enormously hel pful to hear directly what you intended and
what your views are, rather than through an internediary.

And the second point 1'd like to make is how i nportant
it is for this Commission to get that data and justification
sheets. | would make two exanpl es, one of which M. Coyle
has al ready brought up. [It's commonly reported that about

70,000 troops are com ng honme, and we can only find 15, 000
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of themlocated in the data that we've gotten so far

Anot her exanple -- which | don't expect you to answer, |'m
just telling you howit |ooks fromhere -- is the G and
Forks, North Dakota, Air Base, which shows a realignnment of
2,300 people, no gains, and we don't know what's left. |
mean, so it -- we can't tell what -- fromwhat we have why
that's not a closure. It |looks like a closure -- feels like
a closure. And so, we are asking these questions here

wi thout a full deck of cards, and the sooner we can get that
data, it would really be hel pful to us, because those are
two things, for exanple, that we're scratching our heads
over. W know the answer is in there soneplace, and we
anxiously await it.

Now ny questions. The first one, M. Secretary, IS --
has to do with the excess-capacity argunment that was nade to
justify the lawin the first place, sonething Iike 25
percent or 22 percent. You testified that as you went
through the process it | ooked |ike sone of that excess
capacity was not there, and we are now dealing with a
product that has a smaller cut. But the |law also requires
us to take into account surge and nobilization in which sone
excess capacity is a good thing.

Secretary Runsfeld: Absolutely.

Adm ral Gehman: And so, the questionis, If you took
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the 25 percent, and you noved it towards zero, and surge and
nmobi li zation requires you to nove fromzero to another
nunber, aren't we very close to a fine line here? And was
that in your -- all that in your considerations?

Secretary Runsfeld: Certainly, the estinmate that we
were given sonetine back, of 20 to 25 percent, was a
bal |l park figure. | -- it may have been carefully cal cul at ed
by people, but it was a pretty wide spread. The -- whether
or not it took into account the other things |I've nentioned
-- nanely, the bringing the forces honme from overseas,
reduci ng | ease space, and allowing for the statutorily --
properly, statutorily required surge capability, | can't
say, but there are people who could help to answer that
guesti on.

| do not think we're close to a fine line, no, sir. |
think that the recomendati ons that have been nmade all ow
anple ability for the infrastructure to be utilized for a
hi gher level of troop levels, plus the potential surge
requi renments, plus possibly a future decision to bring
addi ti onal forces hone.

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you. And, changi ng the subject

General Myers: Can | --

Adm ral Gehman: Yes, please. G ahead, General Mers.
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General Myers: -- response, Admiral? Could | just add
a couple of things to that? 1In three of our centra
processes here, in capacity analysis, in -- as we |ooked at
mlitary-val ue analysis, and then as we devel oped scenari os

and played out that analysis, surge was considered in each

of those, and I think we can say absolutely -- and you'l
see this, | think, as you get nore of the data; | apol ogize
that you don't have that -- | think you'll see in that data

that these BRAC recomrendations clearly support our 20-year
force-structure plan. W paid attention, as we shoul d have,
to air and training space -- airspace for training and
ground- maneuver area, as well -- because that's -- those are
the sort of assets that, once you give themup, you're
unlikely to get 'em back, as you know well. And in the

i ndustrial capacity, in our depots, we definitely | ooked at
surge capability there, and nmade sure we had excess capacity

to handle to known | oads and then a big safety factor, if

you will, to ensure we could handle future | oads, as well.
So, | think, as you see the data, that you're going to
-- you'll see that we took surge into account, and the

uncertainties of the future.
| was going to add, back to M. Bilbray's question, a
little bit about the reserve conponent. One of the things,

also -- and that may be M. Coyle's, as well -- one of the
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things that, kind of, was the foundation of all of this is
the realization that as we replace aircraft in the future,
any service, that it's probably not going to be on a one-
for-one basis, because the aircraft of the future are going
to be a lot nore capable than the aircraft they're
replacing. So, that goes into your cal cul ati on when you
talk -- whether you' re tal king about active, reserve, or
guard forces. You've got to put that into your calcul ation

Thank you.

Adm ral Gehman: M. Secretary, would you say a few
words -- ny quick perusal of the list, it seens to ne that
the subject of |aboratories, research and devel opnent
facilities, test and evaluation ranges and facilities don't
seemto be in here very nmuch. |s that because you think
it's about right, or that it wasn't |ooked at particularly
hard in this round?

Secretary Runsfeld: It was |ooked at. And, of course,
it represents a snaller nunber of activities. Another
exanpl e of that would be intelligence facilities, for
exanpl e, are barely touched, as well, and the Marines are
nodestly affected by this. Again, the Marines, of course,
being the small est force, one ought not to be surprised by
that. But | have been assured by Deputy Secretary Wl fowtz

and the service secretaries and Under Secretary M ke Wnne
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that they did, in fact, review all of those pieces and nake
judgnents as to what they felt out to be offered up.

M. Wnne: | can help you a little bit there, sir, in
the sense that we | ooked at every range, and we | ooked at
every laboratory for its contribution. One thing we
realized is that we will have to sonething about the
| aboratories because it's a fast-changing technology. On
the other side, the ranges, what's happening to us is that
we are a far nore spread or dispersed force. Qur airplanes
are nore spread and di spersed, our troops are nore spread
and dispersed, as is our fleet. And so, the ranges, since
they started with a finite, if you will, area quickly becone
overrun at 2.2 or larger Mach. The airplanes quickly run
through, if you wll, a range that we used to think would
cope with 20, 30 years of capability. And so, we were very
par Si noni ous over our ranges.

On the other hand, if the range only offered a single
event, perhaps just |arge airspace and radar, didn't afford
us any bonbing range, we took that into consideration, as
wel |, because we needed nulti-use ranges. W are al so
| ooki ng, as you know, for ranges that are actually offshore
that provide us a virtual -range activity.

So we are, in fact, expandi ng our ranges, but not

necessarily donmestically. But we are also a little bit
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par si noni ous about giving up range space. So, there is one
aspect of, if you will, excess capacity that went by the
boar ds.

The | aboratories, what we've noved to do is create
joint centers of excellence for a command-and-control
comruni cations-for-soldier systens. And so, we did, in
fact, try to nerge nmany of those sites together. However,
one of the things we did note is, the autonotive guys are
out in front of us doing virtual collaboration. And so, the
guestion of, How close do you want to be together? versus,
Can you do virtual collaboration? gave us sonme pause, if you
will, of just picking up folks and noving them for the sheer
benefit of noving them Sone cases, is nade sense; sone
cases, it did not nake sense. |In the area of rotorcraft,
for exanple, we're down to where no one has critical mass
for their technical talent. W nerged those into a single
rotorcraft center of excellence.

So, that's kind of way it went, one by each.

Adm ral Gehman: And ny | ast question, M. Secretary,
are there any -- | know that jointness and transformation
are one of the pillars of your time in office here, which
happen to agree with, because of ny background -- but are
there any favorites in here, or anything that represent your

thrust nore than others in this list, or anything that we
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shoul d | ook for, anything that you want to point out to us
that points the Departnent in that direction, that's a
favorite of yours or is representative of your phil osophy?

Secretary Runsfeld: | don't think I could pick out a
single thing. | do believe that those areas where we have
attenpted to factor in the concept of jointness is a direct
reflection of what was -- has been experienced in the gl oba
war on terror that we gain maxi mum | everage to the extent
our services in war fighting, instead of sinply be
conflicting, actually interact in a way and function as a
truly joint war fighting force, which they did, they have,

i n Afghanistan and lIraq, in nost inpressive ways.

The earlier we can get that into the system the better
off we, as a country, wll be, and the nore efficient and
the nore effective and the nore capable our forces will be.

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

M . Hansen?

M. Hansen: Thank you, M. Chairman.

I would Iike to say that, as | have tried to read -- as
little as | can at this Iimted tinme, of your report -- you
did an excellent job, and | just admre those fol ks who
worked on it. Wat -- | don't know how many thousands of

hours you've put in this, but I'"msure there's been quite a
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bit. And as an old Menber of the House Armed Services
Commttee for many years, |'mconvinced this is your | ast
bite of the apple. | just can't see this happening again.
And the fights we had just to get this one through is
unbel i evable to ne. But, who knows?

[ Laughter.]

M. Hansen: | can't prophesy here. And |I know there's
going to be a lot of pain for a |lot of people. You know,
the old saying, "You can tell a person's age by the anount
of pain they feel when they cone into contact with a new
idea"? Well, | think we're going to see a |ot of that at
this particular tine.

Now, as we were working on this bill in 2002, and those
areas, getting it ready to go, and all the input fromthe
Pent agon and all the people who knew, supposedly, what they
were tal king about in the Senate and the House, so there
were 535 experts in this one, cane down to the idea that I
real ly thought, in ny heart of hearts, that there would be
nore interservicing. Now, | know you've tal k about the
enphasis on jointness. And | agree with that. | think it's
the right step. But | draw a distinction between jointness
and interservicing. | see quite a difference there. And we
didn't put report language in, as | recall, but I don't know

if it would have hel ped nmuch. As you know, report |anguage
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isn"t worth nmuch. But, still, on the other hand, it seens
to ne that, of all the great opportunities that you had, as
I ook at the redundancy and the duplication that | have
seen between the services that there possibly would have
been nore inter-servicing. And | would be very curious if
you would like to comment on that.

A second thing I would kind of like to ask about, if I
could, and that is, | notice you have quite a concern for
the environnent. The past chairman of the Commttee on
Nat ural Resources, we shared that with you. And we held a
nunber of hearings that were quite interesting, one with the
commandi ng officer of Canp Pendl eton, and others, |anenting
the fact that they weren't using even half of their areas
because of sonething that someone was making a big issue of,
and on and on. There was anot her one bei ng added, whatever
it my be, and very questionable whether it really fit the
definition of the '73 Endangered Species Act. |'msure
that's not your field and sonething that you woul dn't have
to get involved in, but it would just seemto ne that there
woul d have been sonmething in this report or sonewhere
concerning the inportance of taking another bite of that
apple wth the Endangered Species, because we had one
commandi ng of ficer after another say how unfair it was to

his troops because they couldn't train adequately because of

50



that act. O course, that interservicing thing has bothered
me a long tinme, and I would -- | can't see why there can't
be nore interservicing between -- especially in the mlitary
ai rpark, the Marines, the Navy, and the Air Force, and sone
ot her areas, which | think would be a trenmendous savings to
the mlitary.

If you would |ike to cooment on that, M. Secretary, |
woul d appreciate it.

Secretary Runsfeld: Well, thank you, Congressman
Hansen. [|'ll start.

You're right, the battles just keeping BRAC in the
statute for the past several years has been -- have been
significant. Certainly, it's the last bite out of the apple
during ny watch. But ny guess is, in five, ten years,
there'll have to be anot her one, because the world keeps
shifting, and they're going to have to keep | ooking at how
things are arranged. And so, | would think it may happen
again at sone point.

There's been a | ot done. The Secretary of the Navy,

Gordon Engl and, forner Secretary -- | guess he still is,
Acting -- and Vern O ark, and have done a good job, for
exanple, in bringing mari ne and naval -- rationalizing

marine and naval aviation. So, we're working off a

different base than we were four years ago because of the
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fine work they've done.

The Joint Strike Fighter, as | recall, all the
training's going to take place at a single base, regardl ess
of the fact that it's going to be flown by several services.
There were -- there are a nunber of instances where the
poi nt you're maki ng was consi dered and taken into account
and is in the proposals. They may not be all readily
apparent, but | think that a |ot of good work was done.

In terns of the environnmental issues, you're quite
right, Vern Clark and others spent a lot of tine up in the
Congress tal king about the difficulties they were having in
functioni ng because of the fact that, in many instances --
and Canp Pendl eton's an exanple -- the fact that there is a
base creates an area that's hospitable to various types of
envi ronnental opportunities which don't exist in areas that
aren't protected by the United States Governnment in one way
or another; and the | onger that goes on, the nore
di stinctive they are. And, indeed, over tine, they can
become uni que to the point where no one then wants to use
themat all, even for the purpose that they were there for
that permtted that. So, it is sonmething we constantly face
and worry with. And I'msure that the environnmental issues
were taken into account here.

M. Wnne: You know, if | could just add to that, the
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-- you are correct, sir, the initial pilot training for the
Joint Strike Fighter -- in fact, the initial site -- is
going to be at Eglin. And those of you who are famliar

Wi th the various service pilots, that is a huge breakthrough
inallowing all three services to be trained initially at
one site. As the rate goes up, | think they have their eye
on another site out there.

Also, the -- we're noving, | think it's, forces conmand
out of Fort MPherson up to Shaw Air Force Base in order to
l et that cone together. And we're also noving the 7th
Speci al Forces Group down to Eglin, so that we can have a
better training reginmen for them

And | know this isn't quite as joint as you mght |ike
it, but the Arny is creating maneuver unit, and they're
taking the arnor fol ks out of Fort Knox and noving themto
Benni ng so they get back into a joint maneuver brigades.

Al'l of these things a part and parcel of the
transformation that's occurring throughout. And | think as
you get into the look, if you will, at it, there are also
sonme joint bases which are a little bit nore of housekeepi ng
than they are, | would say, pinnacles of jointness; but,
nevert hel ess, when you pitch in and agree to have a single
| andl ord -- again, those of you who are famliar with our

service nodalities -- this is a fairly big breakthrough, as
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wel | .

Ceneral Myers: Let ne just add just a little bit nore
detail there to what both the Secretary and Secretary Wnne
sai d.

You know, we have these seven joint cross-service
wor ki ng groups. And ny understanding is, previous rounds of
BRAC, we had these groups also, but they reported up through
the mlitary departnents. And so, the departnents pretty
much had to agree on what canme forward ina -- if you wll,
a joint context.

This time, it was organi zed by the Secretary
differently. They reported -- these seven groups reported
to the steering commttee and executive comrttee, along
with the mlitary departnents. So, | think we got a | ot
nore m | eage out of their work.

And | would agree with both Secretary Runsfeld and
Secretary Wnne, we've seen sone -- | think, sone huge noves
forward in jointness. The pilot training and the Joint
Strike Fighter, and the education-and-training joint cross-
servi ce working group, when we | ooked at -- a lot of the
savings, as | recall, Secretary Wnne, were in supply and
storage and distribution, where we've -- where we, you know,
went virtually totally joint. Medical -- a huge push

forward there by the -- that particular group, with all
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three service surgeon generals pushing for -- revanping the
way we're organi zed here in the national capital region and
San Diego, the two that | renenber that are --

M. Wnne: Wll, also San Antoni o.

General Myers: -- | nean, |I'msorry, San Antoni o, not
San Diego. Excuse ne. It's San Antonio. Big changes in
the way we're going to be organized and truly, when they're
all done, joint organizations, where the commander of the
Medi cal Center, Walter Reed, at Bethesda, could potentially
be any service, as well as in San Antoni o.

So -- and it goes on and on. | think we've -- there's
been a lot of -- there's a lot of jointness, and maybe the
detail isn't in the products that you' ve seen, but | thank
you'll see that. And when you get to the reserve conponent,
as we've -- particularly in the Arny reserve conponent, as
they build 125 new facilities -- you'll see those have a
joint nature about them which we think is going to increase
and enhance training.

M. Hansen: Thank you.

Chairman Principi: General HII?
General Hill: Thank you, M. Chairman.
Secretary Runsfeld, M. Wnne, General Myers, | have

just three questions. The first one is, as a forner

conbat ant commander and a guy who grew up maturing under
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Gol dwat er-Ni chols, | have believed, and believe today, that
we' ve cone a |long way since 1986, but we're not as joint as
we shoul d be, and not as joint as we could be. And | was
very gratified by many of the interlaced -- both jointness
and interservice agreenents that M. Hansen brought up. |
was -- and | had been | ooking for some of them The Arny
school s conming together, the realignnent of all of that.
And | particularly | ooked at McChord and Bragg, and | saw
where you' ve pull ed them together under one base. Wy not
Pope and Bragg in the sane way?

General Myers: In fact, we did.

General HlIl: [It'll one base? That doesn't --

M. Wnne: Yes, sir. The Air Force actually turned
over Pope to the Arny.

General Hill: Huah.

M. Wnne: It's the proposal.

General Hill: Ckay.

Back to M. Bilbray's National Guard issue. Again, |
t hought that the conbination and the conbining of the Guard
and the Reserve in several different |ocations, and the fact
that you undertook it, is a nonunental step forward. | am
however, concerned that we're going to get out, as we go
t hrough our hearings, and we'll bunmp into TAGs and ot her

people who will not -- and | noticed General Myers used the
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term"voluntary.” Are we going to go out there and find
TAGs that'll cone in and begin to fight us over these issues
-- closing down of this base or that base? That's ny

guesti on.

Secretary Runsfeld: | guess the first rule of life is,
if you do sonething, sonebody's not going to like it. And
we're doing a lot, or proposing, reconmending a |ot.

Ceneral Bl um has been deeply involved in this process.

He has been in -- as General Myers indicated, in very close
touch with the TAGs. | don't doubt for a mnute that one or
nore are going to either, at the tinme, have a difference of
opi ni on or possibly, after talking to their politica
| eader shi p, have a difference of opinion, and that we wl|
hear those things.

General Hll: Right.

Secretary Runsfeld: And | think those are things that
ought to be listened to by the Comm ssion, and taken aboard.

But the report | received was that there was very broad
agreenent that there were -- the advantages far outwei ghed
t he di sadvantages in the proposals that have been nade.

M. Wnne: Yeah, | would tell you that, as an
extraordinary part of this Base Realignnment and C osure, the
Arny -- and | know they're going to testify separately --

they actually had all of the TAGs in, and asked themto go

57



honme and cone back with proposals that the Arnmy woul d then
incorporate into their Base Realignnent and C osure
proposals. | know that the Air Guard was simlarly advised,
but I think they were advised, if you will, after the Ar
Force had nmade a forces consolidation presentation.

So, as CGeneral Myers pointed out, |I'mnot sure that
you're going to find very nuch unrest in the Arny segnent of
this, because, largely, this was a craft and creation of
their own hands. The only ones we turned down were where
it was sinply not affordable or just did not seemto us to
make the kind of sense that it nmade to them

On the air side, | think where the m ssion was
changi ng, and they were losing a m ssion that they had had
for several years, | think thereis a little bit nore
argunment and consternation. | think the Air Force, by and
| arge, has coordinated this wth their adjutant generals,
and they all are aware of it. That does not nean, as the
Secretary said, that we're all in resoundi ng consensus.

General Mers: | would say, General Hill, on the
vol untary statenent, that was to the Arny National CGuard
participation. Mst of these ideas, when it conmes to the
Arnmy and National Guard, are the adjutant generals, as
Secretary Wnne said, ideas.

And | woul d al so say that about, gee, three weeks ago
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or so, we had a neeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and we
had each service's Reserve chief and National CGuard chief,
plus the chief of the National Guard Bureau in attendance,
and we went over all of these recommendations. And they
were all supported at that level, that this is exactly the
right thing to do for the force today and taking all of the
things that we've tal ked about here in the last hour or so
into consideration. That does not nmean that that -- it's
going to, as the Secretary said, sit well with everybody,
because there's sone pretty big changes here. But if you
want to be ready for the security environnent we're in,
we' re past due on maki ng some of these changes, actually.

Chai rman Principi: General Newton?

General Newton: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

M. Secretary, General Myers, Secretary Wnne, thank
you very nmuch for taking the tinme out of your obviously very

busy schedul e to share these conments with us this

afternoon. They are very, very helpful. W are obviously
still stabbing a little bit in the dark here by not having
all of the information, and I -- we're expecting that we

woul d get that very soon.
Let me go back to jointness just a little bit, and on
the training side. Cearly, you ve offered a great step

forward here in howwe will continue to take our force nore
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into the joint arena. Wth reference to training, it seens
like, to ne, we would give sone thought to how we maintain
t he uni queness of each one of our services as they
contribute to the fight of -- how are we going to train them
so that they we'll fight as we trained, as well -- or,
trained as we fight -- plan to fight. So, can you share

wi th us what considerations mght -- was given to how we
woul d -- and you expect that that's going to happen? In

ot her words, these forces cone together, we train together,
but, at the sane tinme, being sure that we don't keep it out
of bal ance and we go one -- too far in the opposite
direction, such that the Arny bring its uni queness, as well
as the other services.

M. Wnne: Wll, one of the things that we are
enphasi zi ng now t hrough Joint Forces Command is
experinmentation to essentially bring all of our forces
together. But let ne just take on a specific issues for
you. And | know that you are extrenely famliar with this
particular one. And that is joint pilot training.

Joint pilot training, we exam ned, and reexam ned, and
exam ned again, only to find that the -- that, in fact,
training carrier pilots is a whole lot different than
training Air Force pilots. Training Marine pilots is a | ot

different than training Air Force pilots. And so, what we
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also found out is, if we were -- because of the different
types of airplanes, if we were to nove to this, what we
woul d be doing is, instead of having a student go through

pl enty of weeks of training at one |ocation, where they
coul d organize their famly and be at that |ocation, we
found oursel ves hopscotchi ng around about six bases. And it
came down to where we're all looking at this and could not,
if you wll, find the efficacy of why we were doing that to

-- how it would appeal or not appeal to a specific pilot

trai ni ng.
As it is, we train -- we send pilots on about three
rotations, if you wll -- initial, advanced, and then

specialty training. This would have been not good. So, we
did, in fact, look at that and discard that. And you'l

probably get a little bit of a flavor of that in the detail.

On the other side, though, we're -- for exanple, we're
conmbi ning the 7th Special Forces group with the -- with sone
of the Air Force special-ops squadrons. | think it's going

to work out terrific. Wiere we are noving forces conmand up
to where, in fact, they have a nobilization, |I think that's
going to work out terrific, because we're essentially
replicating Aviano, if you wll, in -- to sone extent.

And so, there are -- we nmade sone breakt hroughs. W

actually had sonme good think pieces. And certainly we gave
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a real thorough scrubbing to sonme areas that were
sacrosanct. And | think some were very fearful that the
Secretary's enbol dening of the joint cross-service groups
woul d, in fact, be as harnful as they m ght be hel pful, and
we tried to tanp sone of the enthusi asm down.

Secretary Runsfeld: GCeneral, | nust say your
question's fascinating to me. The concern that we night go
too far in that direction has never crossed ny m nd.

[ Laught er. ]

Secretary Runsfeld: It takes so much effort just to
get it going in that direction, the thought that we could
overshoot is a fair one, it's possible, but I haven't seen
any overshooting yet, in ternms of that.

Secretary Wnne tal ks about training of pilots. You' ve
fl omn nost of what the Air Force has, | guess, in the
fighter world.

General Newton: Yes, sir.

Secretary Runsfeld: And | look at that, and the fact
of the matter is, the -- when | was a Navy pilot, we were
flying the sane things that the Air Force pilots -- in the
first period, until they did shift over to carrier |andings
and that Iike. But there is a long period, an inportant
period, where it's the sane. It isn't any different. And

we're -- marines are naval aviators. They're -- they go
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t hrough exactly the sane training, so there's no difference
t here.

We did not address that. W addressed pieces, like in
the Joint Strike Fighter, but we did not go back and redo
everyt hing sinply because of cost and what have you. So,
there's alot left for the world to i magi ne m ght soneday
happen.

General Newton: Yes, sir.

General Myers: General, | would just add that this
occurs at several different levels. |It's already been
mentioned that, at Shaw, we'll consolidate the |land and air

conponent to Central Command. So, just by virtue of their
co-location, there'll be sone train-as-you-fight going on
there at that level. W tal ked about sone of the
consolidation you're going to see in pilot training as you
get nore of the detail here. Also -- and sone of the shifts
made in pilot training -- also, at Mody Air Force Base, the
Air Force puts a lot of its training in its forces that
support the Arny in warfare. And it -- they do that because
of the preponderance of Arny schools in that area so they
can train, again, like they're going to fight, but they
don't -- they certainly don't break up the Air Force culture
by doing that, which is one of the issues that you

menti oned.
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So, | nean, it occurs on all those levels, down to a
joint culinary school at -- | think it's at Fort Lee,
Virginia --

M. Wnne: It is at Fort Lee.

General Myers: -- where we train all the folks in
culinary skills fromall the services. And they can devel op
their own cultural seasoning, | guess, if you will, as they
| eave.

[ Laught er. ]

General Newton: Well, thank you very nmuch. That's
very good insight. Thank you.

General Newton: M. Skinner?

M. Skinner: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Secretary Runsfeld and gentl enen, thank you. | have
two observations and one question.

First of all, I'mdelighted to hear that the BRAC
recommendati ons are being driven by your force-structure
requi renments and your Quadrenni al Defense Review. The | ast
heari ng, there was an inpression that the base realignnment
woul d drive those two. And that's why | think Secretary
Principi brought up the point it was really the cart driving
the horse, and we're concerned about that. So, | assune,
fromyour comments, Secretary Runsfeld, that the review

that's not due till next year in the force structure that']|
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be adopted as a result of that is pretty consistent with

what the recommendations are here, and that's good to

clarify.
Nunber two, |I'mgoing to take the opposite side of
General Newton's, a little bit. | don't think you can push

hard enough on jointness, and | encourage all of you --
you' ve made great progress, but, as sonmeone who's been in
the private sector and knows the things that could be --
happen when you take advantage of sonme of the synergies, |
think, really, the dance has just begun. And, | think,
under your |eadership -- this shows it -- that it's begun.
But don't push back. And, as long as you're there, | hope
-- because you've really pushed that effort, and it is going
to make a difference. And to those of us that have | ooked
at it already, intalking to thema little bit, I think
everybody here supports working, where it makes sense, | oint
training, joint logistical work, joint technical work in al
of those things where they' re very expensive to duplicate
and replicate across this country. And | think you' ve taken
a great step

And the third observation I'll make, and it's nmade by
ot hers, 65 percent of your closures -- really 65.4 -- are
National Guard, Air National Guard, and Air Reserve

facilities. And it sounds to ne |like you' ve got the buy-in
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fromthose conponents, because those of us who have enpl oyed
reservists and guardsnmen are very concerned about what's
happening there. And it's got to work for themif you're
going to recruit at the levels you need to.

And then ny only question is, at the bottom of the
docunents that we were presented there was a al |l ocati on of
about 13,503 people that were undistributed fromover -- as
a result of overseas reductions. And a couple of us were
guestioni ng where those people were going to go and how
they're going to fit into the structure that's been
present ed here.

So, any one of you could answer that, but we're curious
as to where those 13,000 people -- there's a |ot of people,
["msure, in this room behind you who would |i ke themto go
where they are, but I"minterested in your thoughts.

M. Wnne: Well, General Cody did a terrific job of
goi ng through sone of it, because, not only did we nove
peopl e back to the States, but we also then had to have
peopl e fromone of the bases here -- for exanple, Fort Bliss
up to Fort Carson. And so, there's a little bit of a
rotation.

On ny reading through, there are indications that there
are some going to be at Fort Benning, sone going to be at

Fort Bragg. And so, | have a feeling we're going to get
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di stributed forces throughout, but nost at Fort Riley,
Kansas, and Fort Bliss, Texas. There's another segnent
that's going to be at Fort Hood for awhile and then nove on
up to Fort Carson

So, there's -- | would tell you that what -- | beg the
Comm ssion's forbearance. And | think the Arny's got a
fairly -- a much better |ook at that than | m ght have, and
Ceneral Cody certainly got up to the m crophone, and I
t hought he did a nmarvel ous job, tal king about Fort Eustis
and others -- if you wouldn't mnd, sir.

M. Skinner: Well, we'll just defer till the Arny
presents, but we just want to nake sure we're not making
deci sions without taking into consideration where those
peopl e are going. And, from--

M. Wnne: Absolutely.

M. Skinner: -- what you' ve said, Secretary Wnne, |
think that' Il be taken care of in the hearings.

Thank you.

Secretary Runsfeld: Sone are Air Force, as well. It's

not just Arny.
M. Skinner: No, | understand.
Secretary Runsfeld: Yeah.
Chai rman Principi: General Turner?

General Turner: Thank you, M. Chairnman.
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Good afternoon, gentlenen, and thank you for being here
wth us. Cearly, a strong thene today is jointness. And
you clearly expect sone degree of jointness to be achieved
through the inplenentation of these recommendati ons. Sone,
however, may view it as not much nore than a co-Ilocation of
activity and business as usual. To what extent do you
expect to achi eve neani ngful breakthroughs in jointness
t hrough i npl enentati on of these recommendati ons?

Secretary Runsfeld: Well, |I would say, first, only
time will tell. W're creating -- we believe that the
recomendati ons create an environment that will be nore
hospitable to jointness than our previous arrangenent. In
the last analysis, it's going to be people and | eadership
that's going to do that. And our Joint Forces Command in
Nor f ol k, under Admiral G anbastiani, has been doing a great

many things that contribute to jointness, in ternms of
training and exercises, in terns of the training that takes
pl ace prior to forces leaving to go overseas. And | think
it'"s going to be -- there's a natural tension between the
hi story of the services and the distinctive responsibilities
they have to prepare their people to do what they do, and
Gol dwat er - Ni chol s and t he conbat ant commands that have a
responsibility to warfight. And they don't fit well

together, those two things. There's a tension there. And
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understandably so. And it's a constructive tension. It
doesn't always sound that way in the tank or in a neeting,
but, for the nost part, it's a constructive tension.

And | would say that the Joint Forces Command, the
pressures that the conbatant conmanders put on the services
and the Departnent continuously -- and CGeneral Hi Il knows
this fromhis experience -- and the people that are sel ected
and their attitudes about jointness, will have a nuch
greater effect than will the things that are being proposed

here in Base C osure and Real i gnnent, although | do think

these things will create a nore hospital environnent for it.
Ceneral Myers: | would say that one way to |look at it
is that, operationally, you know, | think we saw the fruits

of Gol dwater-N chols in Operation Iragi Freedom and that
froman -- just a pure operational standpoint, being able to
go do the mssion in a joint sense, | think if the -- if al
the fol ks that had sonmething to do with Gol dwater-Nichol s
were to vote, on a scale of one to ten they said, "Cee,
you're an eight-and-a-half or a nine, you' re getting pretty
good at this business.”

I think what you see in this BRAC are ot her aspects of
jointness that perhaps need to be pulled along. And | woul d
of fer up nmedical, for one. W had -- the three services

surgeon general s have worked very hard on how to work our
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joint medical capability. And it had -- and you'll see it

-- and maybe you don't have the detail, but, as they go down
through it, you'll see it, where all the services now, nost
everything is a joint -- the best centers are all going to

be joint centers. And | think that's very good. You'l
also see it in the RDAT&E, as well, in a few of the |abs,
and then in the -- as Secretary Wnne said, in the fixed-

wi ng center of excellence, and the rotary wi ng center of

excellence. You'll all see it in biodefense and chem ca
def ense.
So, operationally, I"mnot saying we're there. You' ve

got to keep pushing on operations and beconme nore

i nt erdependent. Maybe it's not eight and a half; maybe it's

seven and a half. | don't -- but we've nade great progress.
But, in some of these other areas -- and | would say, in

sone of these other areas, we need to nake nore progress,

and | think this BRAC supports that. And | would add -- to

the list that | gave you, | would add sonme of the

i ndustrial -base -- or the industrial parts of our business

that you'll see a lot of jointness in those, as well.
General Turner: | have one |last question, and | think

a short question, in the interest of tinme, and it has to do
with the notion of creating a nunber of joint bases, whereby

a single mlitary service is given the responsibility for
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i nstal |l ati on managenent functions for two or nore bases that
are located in close proximty to one another. | think, as
mlitary nenbers get a little nore knowl edge about those

ki nds of recomendati ons, they m ght be asking the question,
What standard is going to apply, the standard that they've
been used to or the standard that may apply to the
installation manager? |In other words, would we use whatever
standard has been applied locally, or would there be a new
joint standard that would apply to things Iike housing and
services? -- so that people who, perhaps, are com ng under a
new command structure would have at |east equal to, if not
better than, what they had previously.

General Myers: General Turner, you asked a question
that | asked, exactly. Several tinmes. And | don't know how
long ago it was when you and | first met on this, Secretary
Wnne, but |I'msatisfied that the quality of life of the
i ndi vi dual s i nvol ved where we're going to consolidate sone
of the services that -- running these bases -- standard
trash contracts, for instance, or power, or so forth -- that
the quality of life will go up. That's got to the be the
prem se of what we're doing this for. W haven't talked
much about it, but -- today, but clearly a |lot of what's
behind this Base Realignnment and Closure is to inprove the

quality of life of our nen and wonen in the service, and the
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DOD civilians, and, in some cases, even where contractors
work. | mean, we've tried to consider all of that, because
there's sonme organizations that rely quite heavily on a
contractor -- on contractor support.

Sonme of what you asked is to be worked out, but in no
case, | don't think, are any of the services or anybody
willing to accept |ower standards in any of these

installations. But it's going to have to be worked out.

There's still sonme work to be done -- agreeing, in
principle, that we want to do it -- and that work wll be --
wi |l continue.

M. Wnne: That was an excellent question,
Commi ssioner Turner, and it's an excellent question when the
chairman first asked ne. Wat |I'mlooking for is best
practices, and I'll be |ooking for best practices across the
services to make sure that the quality of |ife does not
deteriorate. And I think we've put enough, if you wll,
investnment in there to nmake sure that we can be satisfied in
that regard

And as to your comment as to whether or not it should
be joint standards, we may yet get there. But right now I'm
just looking for best practices. Those best practices nay
well turn into a joint standard.

General Turner: Thank you.
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Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

M. Secretary, General Myers, thank you for sharing
your insights and rationale with us. W very nuch
appreciate your tinme. Secretary Wnne, | believe you'll be
staying with us --

M. Wnne: Yes, sir.

Chai rman Principi: -- for another round.

W' |l stand in recess for five m nutes.

Thank you.

[ Recess. |

Chairman Principi: W'IlIl reconvene with our second
panel. M. Wnne is -- Secretary Wnne i s back, acconpani ed

by the Honorable Phil G one.

Wul d you pl ease stand so that you can be sworn in sir,
M. Secretary?

[ Wher eupon, the M. G one was sworn. ]

Chairman Principi: | thank you. ['ll begin the
questioning, then I'Il begin on ny far left.

M. Secretary, a 2002 Authorization Act anendnment to
BRAC | aw aut hori zed you to place a mlitary installation in
an inactive status for possible future use, perhaps the nost
negati ve i npact possible to the host community. The 2005
Aut hori zation Act further anmended the |aw, renoving that

aut hori zati on.
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My question to you, then, is, Howis it possible to
transfer all aircraft and nearly 2700 mlitary and civilian
personnel, |eaving only about three- to four-hundred, froma
5500-acre major installation |like Gand Forks Air Force
Base, in North Dakota, and declare it a realignnment in
anticipation of energing m ssions?

M. Wnne: Thank you, M. Chairman. |f you don't
m nd, as you recall, | had a opening statenent, and what |
thought 1'd do is weave your question through the opening
statement --

Chai rman Principi: | apologize. Wy don't you
proceed, then?

M. Wnne: Not a bit.

TESTI MONY OF HON. M CHAEL W WYNNE, UNDER SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE FOR ACQUI SI TI'QN, TECHNOLOGY AND LOG STI CS;
ACCOVPANI ED BY HON. PHI LI P W GRONE, DEPUTY UNDER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR | NSTALLATI ONS AND ENVI RONIVENT
M. Wnne: And we've submtted sonme witten testinony

for you. 1 don't knowif it's as detailed as what you are

| ooki ng for, but |I've done that. So --

But thank you very much, Secretary Principi,

Comm ssioners, for this opportunity to testify before you

regardi ng the Defense Departnent's Base Real i gnnment and

Cl osure 2005 process.
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I'"d like to build upon the Secretary's renarks
regardi ng the context of Base Realignment and C osure 2005,
its goals, and its results. [I'll also lay out how this BRAC
process worked and how strategic considerations informed the
BRAC process.

As the Departnent entered the 2005 Base Real i gnnent and
Cl osure, we organized the effort to focus maxi mum energy on
the mlitary transformati on that President Bush asked us to
conduct in 2001. W knew that restructuring comon support
functions and creating joint basing options would be very
chal | engi ng.

To address this, we divided the Departnent's m ssions
and installations anong ten groups, giving each prinmary
responsibility to devel op the BRAC proposals within the
terns of reference.

Three groups were organi zed around the three mlitary
departnents, and the other seven groups were organized
around different functional areas into what we call joint
cross-service groups. Qur operational forces, and the
installations that primarily support them remain the
responsibility of the mlitary departnments, just as they
were in previous Base Realignnment and C osure rounds.
However, the joint cross-service groups were responsible for

the Departnment's support m ssions; its common busi ness-
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ori ented support areas, and the installations that primarily
support those functions. One of the major differences
between this round of Base Realignment and Cl osure and the
previous rounds is that the joint cross-service groups were
given the authority and responsibility to offer scenarios
that could be reviewed and eval uated by the senior

| eader shi ps and potentially turned into, or inform

candi dat e recommendati ons.

Each joint cross-service group was chaired by a senior
executive or flag officer and had strong representation from
each of the mlitary services, the joint staff, and rel evant
Def ense agencies. Their perspectives were different, and
they gave a horizontal | ook across the Departnment. These
groups are education and training, supply and storage,
headquarters and support activities, technical,
intelligence, nedical, and | ast was industrial, which
chaired.

Each joint cross-service group collaborated with the
mlitary services and Defense agencies to ensure that its
recommendati ons both informed and sparked BRAC initiatives
that were bei ng devel oped by the services, and vice versa.
This idea generation resulted in nore robust scenarios that
were both iterative and interrelated. Throughout the BRAC

process, all ten groups worked to devel op reconmendati ons
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t hat bal anced conpeting objectives to arrive at the solution
that achieved the highest mlitary val ue and was consi stent
with the other Base Realignnment and C osure constraints.
While joint groups were used in Base Realignnent and C osure
in 1995, this was the first time that the joint groups
devel oped their own sets of proposed recomendations. Each
joint cross-service group is prepared to discuss this
recommendation with this Conm ssion |ater this week.

The chal | enges of the new strategi c environnent
suggested that Base Real i gnment and C osure 2005 would be a
very difficult task, even as it was an inportant
opportunity. Wth this in mnd, the Secretary established
two senior groups, the Infrastructure Steering G oup, or
I SG and the Infrastructure Executive Council, or the |IEC
to oversee this base realignnent process. This structure
process provided senior mlitary and civilian | eadership
every step along the way

The Infrastructure Steering Goup, or ISG which
chaired, nmet nore than 60 tinmes. Included on that group
were the vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
vice chiefs of the services, and the mlitary depart nent
assi stant secretaries for installation matters. This |evel
of senior |eadership made the Infrastructure Steering G oup

the focal point for the application of senior mlitary
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judgnment and authority necessary for serious decision-

maki ng. Previous rounds actually |lacked a joint body wth
this type of authority. This also provided a robust forum
for debate.

The mlitary services, though technically reporting to
the higher-level Infrastructure Executive Council, were
eager to shape their reconmendations as to format and
content within the forumof the | SG before formally taking
it to Infrastructure Executive Council. This gave the
Infrastructure Steering Goup insight into the iterative
style of the entire process.

The second nmanagenent group, the Infrastructure
Executive Council, met during the |ater stages, when
candi date reconmendati ons were being carefully scrutinized.

Utimately, the Infrastructure Executive Council net nore
than 20 tinmes, with a focus on the warfighter and mlitary
val ue. Active participation of the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, as well as the service secretaries and the
service chiefs of staff, meant that difficult decisions and
policy differences between the services or with the joint
cross-service groups could be aired at that level, and
encour aged resol ution.

More often than not, the joint cross-service |eaders

joined in to the Infrastructure Executive Council neetings
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to both informthe process and provide rapid turnaround of
alternatives to acconplish a coomon mission. |In addition,
the participation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at every

| evel of Base Realignnent and Cl osure neant that the war
fighting inplications of the BRAC proposals were explicitly
assessed at every step of the process. The conbat ant
commanders were kept informed throughout the process, and
provi ded inportant input through the joint staff. Al of
this led to the BRAC 2005 process having a greater joint

i nvol venent than any previous Base Real ignnent and C osure
round.

By statute, the Base Realignnment and C osure process
and results rests upon three foundations: the 20-year force-
structure plan, the Departnent's facility inventory, and the
Base Real i gnnment and Cl osure codified selection criteria.

The force-structure plan fornmed the basis of the
initial work as proponents began the assessnment of the
current capacity to support each mssion. As capacity
anal ysis progressed, the | eaders of the ten Base Real i gnnent
and Cl osure subgroups ensured that assessnments of excess
physi cal capacity took into account not only the needs of a
static force, but also contingency, surge, and nobilization
requirenents. And this is an inportant piece of the

guestion that you asked, M. Chairnan.
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Policy letters issued along the way were poised to
clarify for the teans the definitions of the various
criteria, with a special enphasis on the definition of
"surge." As the ten groups noved to mlitary-val ue
anal ysis, they took a very long-termview of the
installations and their portfolio. The Departnent’'s base
structure needs not only to support current forces, but also
the dynam c needs of capability-based forces that, by their
very nature, would rapidly change as threats and opportunity
m ght evol ve.

In addition, the joint cross-service groups analyzed a
segnment of the Departnent's base structure that had received
| ess attention in the past. Using the |everage of
t echnol ogy and nodern busi ness practices, just as just-in-
time delivery and e-comrerce, several recomendations
significantly restructured m ssion areas such as supply,
medi ci ne, headquarters, and support. Oher groups, like
intelligence, technical education, and training, were able
to restructure functions to increase joint possibilities and
enhance physical security while saving base operating-
support expenditures.

In a departure fromearlier Base Realignnment and
Cl osure rounds, a very significant share of the overal

savings cones fromthe restructuring of the support
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infrastructure.

The Base Real i gnment and C osure process has been an
i nportant opportunity for the Departnment to reassess its
base structure. W believe the Base Real i gnnent and C osure
2005 recommendations will make the Departnent stronger, nore
capabl e, and nore robust.

The Departnent appreciates the challenges sone of these
recomendati ons make to | ocal communities that face closure
or realignnment of a mpjor mlitary activity or the rapid
bui l dup, frankly, of a mlitary presence. 1In all instances,
the Departnment stands ready to assist in these transitions.

W are also ready to assist the Commssion in its
del i berations, and we very nuch appreciate the difficult
work that you and your staff have before you, and pl edge our
support as you nove the Base Real i gnment and Cl osure 2005
package cl oser to approval and inplenentation.

Now, as to the question that you specifically asked,
which | think is a very good one, and it applies very nuch
to Grand Forks, although there's, in fact, others that are
i ke that, we had to take into account, at the end, the
i npact we had on ot her m ssions and on ot her agencies. And,
in fact, what we found in this area was, we found oursel ves
to be, if you will, light when it comes to our northern

border. And our northern border is inportant to us froma
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| ot of standpoints. And one of the things that we are
trying to do overseas is, we very much are | ooking at nore
austere basis where we can surge to that base if it requires
it. W're also taking a |look at the total force package in
the North Dakota National Guard and the North Dakota active
forces, and we're thinking that we can get a conbi nation
going here with the Grand Forks m ssion.

So, | think the Air Force took a very hard | ook at not
only its position on the northern border as a -- perhaps a

surge location, but also the total force requirenent for the

Guard and Reserve. You'll find, also, the sane thing
occurring at the -- at Brunswick, in Miine, where we wll

| ose quite a bit of the mssion, but we will retain, if you
will, the opportunity to restock that base should it becone

necessary to launch fromthere and do a little honel and-
def ense m ssi on.

[ The prepared statenment of M. Wnne follows:]

Chai rman Principi: And the sane about Walter Reed.

That is also ternmed a "realignnent,"” yet you' re noving sone
5600 civilian and mlitary folks fromWlter Reed over to --
partially, to Bethesda, 622 contractor personnel. Wy is
that a realignnment and not effectively a closure?

M. Wnne: Wat we did was, we did the look at -- in

about three steps. The first step was growing into a
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Nat i onal Capital Region, just as we did the San Antonio
regi onal area and the San Di ego regional area and the
Norfol k regional area. Once we got the regional areas
establ i shed that we had to service, the same -- our nedical
people in that area had to service all of the population --
mlitary, active, reserve, and the wounded returning from
the engagenent. Also, it was a very good opportunity to now
focus the scarce resources that are flowng into this very
hi gh-technol ogy, very high-capitalization area. And we are
-- have decided to go invest $2.4 billion into the nedical
area as an opportunity nodernize it and prepare it for the
21st century.

That havi ng been said, once we did, in fact, now gather
it into a National Capital Region, we took a good, hard | ook
at where we are. There are, in fact, three or four canpuses
within the context of Walter Reed, and we elected to cal
the entirety of the National Capital Region area the Walter
Reed National Mlitary Medical Center Conplex. And it was
-- we | ooked at, for exanple, the university health --
university service -- or United Services University Health
Systemin the sane regard. |In other words, we | ooked at it
as a contributor to the National MIlitary Medical Conpl ex.

It is very adjacent to the National Institute of Health.

The -- our next thing is consequence nmanagenent. It is
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six mles renoved fromthe Walter Reed canpus. It is a nore
nodern facility. And, frankly, it is -- a lot of patients
now go back and forth between the two centers. W decided
to make it joint. In fact, it's still up for grabs as to
who conmmands it.

Just as in the San Antonio area, the Air Force
essentially has taken down a flag, or offered to take down a
flag, and go with a San Antonio Regional MIlitary Medica
Center at the Fort Sam Houst on.

And this was the way the nedical people had approached
this. So, though it may be, at the end of the day, that the
inpatients and the tertiary care facility, if you wll,
will, in fact, nove to Bethesda, because of its proximty,
we -- we've found that we'll get a |lot of savings out of the
uni fi ed command, and then we can nake the right kind of
things to get -- nake sure our resources are properly
focused to service our war fighter.

The other thing this allowed us to do, by the way, is
to -- is, nost of our served popul ati on has noved south. |
mean, it's noved south through Springfield, it's noved south
t hrough South Arlington County and out into the counties
south of the beltway. There was a small clinic that was to
be built at Belvoir. W've greatly expanded that into a

i npati ent hospital and maj or outpatient surgery center.
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W' ve taken Andrews and converted it to a major surgery

out patient center, and put all of this under the conmand of
the National MIlitary Medical Center for the Nationa

Capital Region. W think this is going to significantly cut
down on the transit time for getting service, and increase
the service for our served population. And it's not just
here. W did it exactly the sane thing and | ook at --
whether it was Norfolk or San Antonio or the San D ego area.

And so -- and the last thing | would say is, |
understand the Arny has actually offered Tripler now back to
the Air Force. So, there's a real jointness that has
arrived there in the nedical comunity.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, M. Secretary.

General Turner?

General Turner: Let ne just nake a conment on that
general topic. | think the concept of establishing nedical
centers of excellence is terrific. One thing that did draw
nmy attention when | was reading the recomendations relative
to that across the country -- on occasion, there were
references to the availability of the |ocal VA Hospital for
i npatient care as an option to what was formerly their
inpatient facility, which was now going to be an anbul atory
surgery unit or a tertiary care center or a -- yeah. And |
guess ny -- it's not really a question; it's just an
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observation -- | -- as | read it, | was hoping that the VA
had been given an opportunity to weigh in on that
suggesti on.

M. Wnne: Wat we really were | ooking for when we
were examning that is all of the hospitals that m ght be
avai | abl e for consequence managenent in the event of a rea
serious conmunity energency, nore than we were | ooking at it
for ourselves. And you'll find that, | think, in every
case, we've reserved, in the regional area, sonme nedica
support for ourselves, but we wanted to go farther and take
a | ook at what happens in the event of a serious consequence
from weapons of mass destruction or anything else in the
community to make sure that we could interlock with the
community look. So, it really -- although we were exam ning
that as a alternative or contingent mssion, we didn't fee
it was necessary to essentially involve the Veterans
Adm ni stration in our deliberations.

On the other hand, if they have a need for a regiona
center, or if they have a need for it, they are on the Ilist,
if you will, to certainly petition for those hospitals to
nove right over into their bailiw ck.

General Turner: Thank you.

Now, mny question has to do with the recomrendations to

cl ose the major Arny mai ntenance depot, Red River Arny
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Depot, in Texas, yet it would appear that there's a grow ng
backl og of equi pnent needed -- needing repair due to the
wear and tear of danmage being inflicted on it in Afghanistan
and lraq. So, how does that square with the recommendati on
to close a major depot facility Iike Red River?

M. Wnne: There's a couple of things to look at. One
is, we found it very efficient to actually invest a little
bit at Anniston, Al abama, and nmake dramatic strides in our
capacity for conbat vehicle equipnment. In fact, at the end
of this -- of all of these noves, we will actually have
greater capacity for conbat vehicle support than we have
today. And it was far easier to essentially take the
savi ngs associated with the closure of Red River and invest
it to nmeet the future requirenents than it was to try to
expand everybody a little bit.

That havi ng been said, we also found ourselves with
excess capacity in the area of generators. And so, we began
to forminto a conbat vehicle center of excellence, if you
will, nmaking sure we had nore than one, and then mssiles
and generators and el ectrical centers of excellence, as
wel | .

In each of these, Red River just did not score as well
as it mght have. W have great respect for its

capabilities. There's -- by the way, there's no intention,
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if you will, of going in tonorrow or January 10th, if you
wll. And this will all be done as a part of the
operational effectiveness. And we will be grow ng things
bef ore we ever shrink things.

General Turner: And I'll finish in just a second, M.
Chai rman. You brought up just a really, really inportant
point right there, M. Secretary, and that is the notion
that this is not going to happen next nonth, anywhere, in
any part of the plan, that it's going to be phased in over a
nunber of years. And | think that that's one point that the
nmedia has failed to conmunicate to the Anerican public. And
| hope that they do that.

Thank you.

M. Wnne: Thank you very nuch, na'am

General Turner: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman Principi: M. Skinner?

M. Skinner: Yes, maybe, Secretary Wnne, you can

explain for ne exactly -- I'ma little confused, and maybe |
haven't got all the information; so I'"mnot -- maybe it's ny
fault for being confused, is what |I'msaying -- is that --
take me through what we plan to do and -- as it relates to

-- you're going to close Walter Reed and the conplex and al
of the facilities there, and you' re going to build a new

facility on the canpus at Bethesda. And will that facility
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serve both the needs of the old Walter Reed and the Bethesda
Hospital, or how exactly will be that -- that be set up?

M. Wnne: Well --

M. Skinner: WII this be a replacenent facility for
both those facilities, or will this be an add-on to the
existing facilities at Bethesda?

M. Wnne: Let ne say that the -- Walter Reed
currently has space for 1300 inpatients. It has a total
popul ati on right now of under 200 inpatients. Bethesda has
a inpatient population possibility of about 850. It has,
al so, under 200 -- or maybe 200 to 300. |'mnot sure about
Bet hesda. But the fact is, is that conbining that, plus
allowing for a major surge in this particular area, because
of the inpact that nodern medici ne has on outpatient
surgery, what we're finding is that nany doctors are
essentially not -- are reluctant to have inpatient. They
have overnight. So, what we want to do is to take
t horoughly nodern nedicine, if you will, and put it into the
Bet hesda ar ea.

Now, that will -- where I"'minvesting is not only in
nodern surgical centers to nake sure that | have the best in
tertiary care available, better than | have today in either
hospital, but it is remniscent that, in Vietnam when | was

up at Hanscom Air Force Base, that was where they repaired
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all of the facial injuries in -- fromVietnam | nean, we
had phenonenal facial repair. That is gone now It's all
down at Lackland Air Force Base. |In fact, now Lackland is
bei ng cl osed and noved to Fort Sam Houston, if you wll.

So, times change, things change, get very nodern, and that's
what we're trying to keep up wth.

But now to the specifics of your questions, and that
is, we intend to reopen, if you wll, parts of Bethesda that
have been closed or turned into office space because there's
nobody to use the roons. So, we will reopen and nodernize
that part of the hospital, and inprove its electrica
facilities, et cetera, to make it a fully functioning
hospital that can handle the kind of surge we're talking
about. Then we also have -- intend to invest in all of the
research | aboratory facilities -- pathol ogy, et cetera -- so
we have that all available to us, as well.

So, | would say that right now nost of the surgeon
generals are just really excited about the opportunity
that's going to be there at Walter Reed National Mlitary
Medi cal Center at Bethesda.

M. Skinner: Ckay. Well, that's my confusion, because
|"ve been involved in sone hospital construction and
building a new facility. So, | couldn't agree with you nore

that building a world-class tertiary care center, one
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conplex, will not only be -- give better service to
patients, but it'll also be a real attraction to doctors and
researchers. But I'mjust -- and you have, obviously,
facilities that you' re not operating, your licensed -- |
don't know what your -- what we call in the private sector
your licensed beds -- are nuch bel ow what your capacity is
at both of the facilities.

So, you have one facility that will be |licensed beds,
which will be tertiary care, rather than overnight. And
then you'll have, supporting that, your |lab structures, your
technol ogy structures, and your surgery centers and
out patient centers all in one conpl ex?

M. Wnne: Yes, sir.

M. Skinner: If that's the case, I"'mtrying to figure
out why we -- other than |I understand the sanctity of the
names - -

M. Wnne: Wll, Walter Reed has ot her canpuses

affiliated wwth it. [It's not just Walter Reed canpus nunber
one, which is the one we all recognize. It has a housing
area with it. It also has a maintenance conplex that's

separate and distinct. And so, those are not closing. So,
there was a great debate as to what to call it. So,
finally, what we decided to do is to raise it up a |level,

call it the National MIlitary Medical Center Conpl ex,
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i ncl udi ng Bet hesda, including Walter Reed, including Belvoir
and Andrews --

M. Skinner: Ckay.

M. Wnne: -- so now everybody knew what --

M. Skinner: So, that an unbrella organization.

M. Wnne: Yes, sir.

M. Skinner: It's an unbrella organization that wl|
supply healthcare services through several installations,
including a new installation at Bethesda. Sone facilities
will still stay open at Walter Reed. In addition, you'll go
south and provi de heal thcare services --

M. Wnne: R ght, primarily the maintenance operation

there and -- which services, now, both hospitals anyway --
and the housing area there -- that's up there.

M. Skinner: So, therefore, the -- because the
confusion is, | think, that you' re closing the entire
conplex and noving it over. There will still be facilities
at what's currently Walter Reed -- not the hospital, but --

M. Wnne: Right.

M. Skinner: -- Walter Reed Medical Center. That wll
now still have support functions that will be part of the
Wal ter Reed Medical Center, which will be an unbrella
organi zati on, which will include a nunber of facilities

t hr oughout the region.
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M. Wnne: R ght. And, as Conm ssioner Turner point
out, this is not going to happen on the January the 10th.

M. Skinner: No, | understand.

M. Wnne: This is going to happen over a |onger
period of tinme, and we intend to provide every one of our
wounded sol diers the best of care, no matter what. And it

is interesting that they' re eager. They don't like to ride

the bus over to either institution to get the -- to get
their care. So, | think this is going to be better for
them too.

M. Skinner: Now, your nedical training, which you re
consolidating, as well, and taking fromfacilities all over
the country -- and naybe you could just flesh that out a
little bit, because that's another joint effort, as to what
-- howw Il -- the nedical training for nedics, for doctors,
and for others will take place.

M. Wnne: Wll, thisis really -- part of the
residency programis to spread out our doctors, no natter
where they cone from into the various nedical centers. And
so, now they'll all be under regional headings. But the
i nvol venent, if you will, of the United States University
Heal th System School that's at Bethesda in both the hospita
there and in the National Institute of Health research

program -- because it's basically -- the basics of nedicine
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are taught there -- and they're also -- since it's a four-
year institution, there's a lot of other things that are
taught there, as well.

After they conplete their work there, they go to a
residency programvery simlar to all of the people who cone
t hrough nedi cal school. So, that's where the mlitary
residency really picks up, and that's run out of a -- that's
run, right now, out of the surgeon general's location that's
here -- | think it's in Ballston.

M. Skinner: Ckay, thank you.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

General Newt on?

General Newton: Thank you, M. Chairman.

M. Secretary, obviously you' ve been -- from your
testi nony, you've been very, very close to this entire
process for a long period of tinme. Qoviously, we have a
| arge task here of trying to get our arnms around all of the
i nformati on and seeking to get well informed to help bring
this process to closure. Can you give us any
recommendati ons, from your viewpoint, of how we m ght better
do that, or quickly do that, just sone thoughts on how the
Comm ssion may go about getting well-schooled on the process
and access to the people who acconplished this?

M. Wnne: Yes, sir, thank you. 1'Il also involve ny
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col | eague, Secretary G one, to assist ne.

First of all, the hearings that you're conducting now
are excell ent background. Wthout a doubt, my conplinents
to who set this in notion to get you started the way that it
did, setting the stage and the background for this. As I
understand it, by the end of the week you'll have access to
alnost all of the information that -- and even the stuff
that we woul d consider to -- mght not pass security review

will still be provided to your staff. So, by week end,
you'll be -- I'"msure, have enough information to keep you
up at night.

That having been said, | would tell you that |I would --
I would first read through all of the volunes to show the
interrelated nature of that, and the sunmary, book two,
whi ch has the -- of volune one -- which has the detailed
recomrendati ons -- gives you a starting nechani sm

That havi ng been said, the ten volunes to follow, on
Wednesday and Thursday, will be detail ed recomendations. |
woul d split those up into -- however you want to do it, but
| would split those up. And the reason is, there's -- |"1]]
just say this -- there's only 222 recomendati ons; however,
comma -- and the "however comma" neans that they spread out
to over 845 installations that are touched. Sone of them

are categorical. You've touched upon sone, M. Chairmn,
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when you tal ked about the Guard and Reserve. Sone of them
are categorical, sone of themare not categorical. Sone of
themare -- | would tell you, are -- |ike the supply and
storage, the invol venent of DLA in depot-I|evel repairables
is a fairly broad brush through the Departnent, so you can
probably -- if you have a -- if you have sonebody who is
famliar with the logistics function, you can probably back
those up and put those away. And | guess that's the way |
woul d approach it. When you get down to the distribution of
m ssion fromthe Air Force, the Navy, and the Arny, that's
going to take sone del ving into.

And | woul d al so suggest to you that you m ght have
sonmebody fromthe Integrated G obal Posture Review, because
-- nowthat it's all been distributed by the Overseas Basi ng
Commi ssi on, have them conme over and just explain to you how
that works -- because sone of it, as | nentioned about G and
Forks, will actually be bases that are going to take the
dependents down, but we wll be rotating forces through
there to sort of naintain a presence in that area.

Phil, do you have any thoughts on this?

M. Gone: Commissioner, the -- certainly, to add to
what Secretary Wnne nentioned, each of the mlitary
departnments and the joint cross-service groups, as you know,

will be providing testinmony this week. |'ve spoken with
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each of the deputy assistant secretaries of the mlitary
departnents for infrastructure analysis, as well ny own
team about ensuring that we keep the analytical teans in

pl ace, senior |eadership groups in place, so that as you
peel through the material that Secretary Wnne has

menti oned, have an opportunity to | ook through the detail ed
data, the deliberative record, and the briefings that
acconpany the deliberative record, which is also inportant,
that we'd be in a position to provide whatever briefings for
you or staff that are necessary to either elaborate on a
point, to clarify a point. O course, all that being
publicly transparent, as is necessary for your process. But
we stand ready to be flexible to assist you with whatever
material you may require.

M. Wnne: If |I mght follow up, I know you're going
to try to go visit, and you should go visit, all the bases
that are closing. 1In fact, that may be a requirenent. |
woul d al so suggest to you that sone of the realignnents are
severe enough that | think a visit to those |ocations would
be appropriate. And | would encourage you to maybe have
your staff surface for you the ones that are, and take a
good, hard | ook at those, and go listen or go tour that
particul ar area, because -- but the other things is, is that

you m ght have in training -- in fact, we mght provide you
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with a Ofice of Econom c Adjustnent -- we're going to put a
program manager into the affected communities so that they
have sonebody -- a phone nunber, a point of reference, point
of contact -- so that if they want to start to plan for a
different future, they can certainly plan for that different
future. And they can wait till January, they can wait til
now, they can wait till the outcone. But it's -- 1 find
that, you know, change is hard, and the nore you can get
after it, the better it is.

Ceneral Newton: Thank you for those comments. That, |
think, will be very hel pful for us.

One final cooment. Cdearly, we've stated, and | think
rightfully so, that mlitary value played a key role --
matter of fact, was probably the leading criteria for making
this decision. Can you give us sone sense of where econom c
i mpact mght fall in the various criterion that you used?

M. Wnne: The economc inpact is criteria nunber 6,
as environnent is, | think, criteria nunber 8. Mlitary
val ue involved the first four of the selection criteria.

And so, it was not only dom nant by consideration, but,

al so, we had a view of mlitary judgnent also -- mlitary
judgnent entering into the mlitary-value equation, so that
it wasn't sinply a data-driven, you know, take-it-or-|eave-

it exercise. But the conmbatant commanders -- and | know, at
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| east in one case, of Key West, a dive school that's down
there -- the conbatant commander wei ghed on that. And

t hough, | nean, it nmay sonme sense to nove it, he said no, he
didn't want to do that, and gave us the mlitary rationale
and the mlitary judgnent for it; and so, we backed off so
that they could do their mssion. | nean, their mssion is
their mssion, and we did not want to interrupt that.

So, there are two aspects, if you wll. One was the
calculable mlitary value, which had to do with capacity
analysis, had to do with where -- with all the four criteria
that are sitting there, including cost savings, because the
use of resources is a major source of mlitary val ue, many
times. And then there was military judgnment that was
applied, and it was applied in several cases where we didn't
realize that we were running up agai nst another departnent's
-- they may have had a location that was fairly robust,
where we were considering a najor change in mssion, and
they weren't considering a major change in mssion, so they
woul d have -- actually began to own huge chunks of rea
estate that they hadn't planned for in their budget. And
so, we tried to take that into consideration, and exam ne
whet her or not there was a better outcone that woul d service
all of us, because we weren't going to get a -- if you will,

a total closure, we weren't going to get the total m ssion
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redone. So, we took a |look at that.

So, | would tell you that econom c inpact was debated
in the last nonth as a major |ook. W tried to | ook at al
of the areas where we were going to have an econon c i npact.

We did that against the mlitary value. W took a | ook at
the mlitary judgnent that was affecting it. And then we
came to our concl usions, which you have before you. So, it
was a consi derati on.

General Newton: Ckay, thank you very nuch.

Ceneral Hill: In that sane |ine, on econom c inpact,
let's reverse it and say econom c inpact for the gaining

installations. How nmuch in detail did you | ook at whet her

or not, for exanple, Fort Bliss can absorb -- and the
surroundi ng conmmunity of El Paso -- could absorb 4,000
fol ks?

M. Wnne: W, in each --

General Hill: And sone of the -- and in each one of
t he ot hers.

M. Wnne: |In each case, we ran a -- the conprehensive
anal ysis, called COBRA, which | don't know where the nane
exactly cones from but it is essentially a base node
agai nst the statistical marketing area that's put out by the
Departnent of Commrerce to try to find out what kind of

i npact we woul d have, not only on direct, but also the
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residual indirect. And so, we tried very hard to assess
what that inpact is going to be.

As you know, it is very different from noving sol diers
into a location than it is noving civilian jobs into a
| ocation; or out of a location, for that matter. G vilian
j obs have nore of a tendency to be involved in the
community. The mlitary soldiers have a tendency to be
cl ose-hol d and maybe driven nore by what's on the base and
the dining facilities and the various support facilities
that are there. So, there's a different inpact in the
anal ysis than that.

Phil, you mght want to pitch in --

M. Gone: Wll, the --

M. Wnne: -- on that.
M. Gone: General HII, | would add to that what
Secretary Wnne described -- is, we certainly did assess

every recomendation against all eight criteria, to include
the ability of communities that would receive mssions to
absorb those m ssions. Again, keeping in mnd that not al

of this, as you know, wl| happen i medi ately, there is a
phasi ng process here. The Ofice of Econom c Adjustnment and
ot her parts of the Federal Governnment will be providing

pl anni ng grants, not just to conmunities that are affected

by a downturn froman econom c perspective, but also
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pl anning grants for growth. And as we are |ooking to

i npl ement BRAC recommendati ons, we are maki ng communities of
growt h, where the -- you know, comunities where growth wll
occur a point of enphasis in this process, because we do
have 40-plus -- 49 installations where we're going to have
growt h of 400 or nore positions.

And the Arny, in particular with regard to Fort Bliss
and sonme of the other activities, have begun sone very
general discussions with national school organizations. W
will shortly begin engaging the various states on howto
plan for a schools, housing, and the associ ated
infrastructure to ensure that the transition can be as
seanless as it can be with the paranmount consideration, of
course, being the m ssion nove, but also that the quality of
life for our people is supported, and supported well, as we

transition to new m ssion and new | ocati ons.

General Hill: Yeah. | would just say to you -- and |
appreciate the -- that data -- is that the econom c i npact
on the gaining unit is just alnost as hard to fiddle -- to

grapple with as the [ osing state.

M. Wnne: And, sir, we have encouraged themto
contact us as --

General Hll: Right.

M. Wnne: -- soon as they can, or get organi zed.
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General Hill: But | would |ike to take exception with
one thing that you said, whichis, it's easier to nove
soldiers onto a base, because they kind of hang around the
base and they go to the PX. That's sinply not true. Only
about 40 percent ever live on a base; they live off in the
communities and surrounding it. They do all the stores,
they do the jobs, they coach the soccer teans, they do all
those things inside that community. And | don't think you
nmeant it the way it cane out, but | just have to take
exception --

M. Wnne: Well, | thank you for that inprovenent on
ny comment .

[ Laughter. ]

General Hill: Ckay.

M. Wnne: Tinmes are a' changing.

General Hll: Al right. Let ne ask another couple of
guestions along the sane |ines.

Intuitively, |I say to nyself, noving out of the | eased
property into installation property, where it's excess, is
the correct way to do things, but | have to bring -- | have
tolook at it fromtwo points. One is the practical matter,
just in this particular -- in the D.C. area, at Belvoir.

You can't get onto Belvoir today, nuch | ess nove a whol e | ot

nore people out there and cramtheminto those roads.
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That's a statenent, not a question. |It's just sonething
that's going to have to continue to be | ooked at and worked
with in the communities.

But on the leasing issue -- and I'mgoing to ask this

qguestion, because |'ve already been asked this question, and

I"mconvinced that |I'll be asked this question when we have
hearings here in the D.C. area -- you're going to nove out
| eased mlitary people out of different areas -- Crystal

City, Arlington, Alexandria, different places -- and put
themin installations. |It's cheaper. But the other issues
you say on there is force protection. W're going to -- it
hel ps us in force protection. And the question |I've been
asked, and I amfully convinced I'll be asked again, is,
What nmakes a civilian enployee in Crystal Gty any |ess
force protected than the mlitary enployee in Crystal Cty?
And why are we spending this noney protecting us, versus
spending it protecting the civilians?

M. Wnne: Wll, the GSAis well aware that our force-
protection standards are higher than theirs. And it has
been so since probably a year follow ng Septenber. But with
regard to -- for pure mlitary working for the Departnent of
Def ense and pure civilian working for the Departnent of
Def ense, there is none. 1In fact, one of the things we are

going to do is essentially conbine DARPA and all of the
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mlitary R& houses together, because DARPA right now fully

enpl oys the Arlington Sheriff's Departnent around there, and

has closed the road for parking in their area. |f anybody's
been up there in Ballston, you'll note that they put another
red light in there. | nmean, they' ve done things to

essentially raise the force-protection level for the
building, but it's still inadequate. And so, we are going
to take all of those fol ks, conbine them and actually nove
themto a different part of the Bethesda canpus that wl|
not -- and then open a separate gate for themup there,
reasonably close to the Metro Center

But the -- but nost of the buildings that are currently
bei ng occupied -- for exanple, the Defense Contracts
Managenent Association is sitting in a building where the
garage i s open underneath, in public. Now, you know -- so,
whet her or not we think that's good, it's attractive. |

nmean, nobody really knew where DARPA was until all the

police cars showed up, | nean, and have -- and shut the road
down, for exanple -- or very few knew that that was their
nei ghbor.

So, we nmay actually now be nore attractive, if you
wll, as a target than we intended to be, sinply because
we're force-protecting our people.

So, those are all, kind of, the background that got us
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started. The savings, of course, cone fromlease savings,
and the fact that we have excess land in the area. And with
-- the excess |and and properties, you know, is really the
-- one of the biggest expenses to building these buil dings
and the parking that is associated with it.

General Hill: Okay. And then, finally, one |ast
question. It's been going on for several weeks, and it's
this legal issue between whether the governors have any
right and any say in whether or not we cl ose down any
reserve conmponent or National CGuard -- specifically Nationa
GQuard - -

M. Wnne: Right.

General Hill: -- installations. Wat's your view on
that? What can you tell us? Were are we on that issue?

M. Wnne: Wll, | can tell you, to start with, the
Departnent attenpts to conply with every law that's on the
books, irrespective of what our personal opinion mght be.
That havi ng been said, we feel Iike we were well within the
| aw and statutes. It has been tested, by the way, before,
in prior rounds. Prior rounds. This is not a new
precedent-setting event, to nove agai nst sonme of the
federal | y-funded guard bases.

So, | would say that as we go down the road we'll try

to satisfy the fol ks who believe they m ght have a | ega
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case. And if we can't satisfy them we feel that we're on
the right side of this.

General Hill: Thank you.

Chai rman Principi: M. Hansen?

M. Hansen: Thank you, M. Chairnmn.

M. Secretary, one of the great responsibilities |
think that the Arny's got is to devil all of the obsolete
chem cal warfare. Huge undertaking, and very, very
expensive. Qut in what's called Deseret Chemical, there --
the mlitary has put up a facility there that costs well
over a billion dollars. And because there's 43 percent of
all the obsolete chemcal warfare right there, planted, I
guess that's, by far, the largest in Anerica, yet that is on
alist to be closed. Strikes nme rather odd, when | have
heard so nany testinonies given fromthe Marines and the
Arny regarding not only demling the chem cal type of
things, but also amunition that they feel is obsolete,
possi bly equi pnment they feel is obsolete. | know of no one
in that state who's objecting to it. But it just seens to
me like quite a waste, going into that area. Question one.

Question two is -- | went back, at one tine, and
reviewed the '91, '93, '95 -- of what happened to the ground
after it was declared excess. And, in ny opinion, there are

sure a |l ot of sweetheart deals floating around. And it just

107



seens to nme a trenendous waste of noney to the mlitary, who
had to put up the noney to start with, to buy into a
sweet heart deal that says, "Well, if this is declared

excess, it goes to the XYZ Wdget Conpany, or it goes to the

Uni versity of Whatever, and on down the line." |Is there any
criteria at all that you've established that -- of what
happens on excess stuff? | know you can't tell a United

States Senator, when he puts into law, and it becones the
law, you'll obey the law like the rest of us. But it just
seens to nme there ought to be sone criteria for excess
property. Because | think sone people have really taken
advantage of this situation.

M. Wnne: |If you don't mnd, sir, I'IIl let ny
col | eague answer the second one. But I'mfairly involved in
the chem cal dem | process, as you m ght have read. And
here's the way we | ooked at it.

The | aw basically reads that we have to tear down in
pl ace the chem cal dem | after we have finished demling
that, apparently because of its inherent contam nation. |
woul d have to say that. What we did was, we asked the fol ks
-- we realized that we have to start the process of closure
by 2008. There's no specific criterion for starting; it's
just that you have to start, whether it's a design, whether

it's an opening or a road to nmake sure that we can close it.
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The Chem cal Wapons Convention Treaty requires that we be
conpl eted by 2012, early. So, therefore, we decided that we
could be finished. And we checked with each of the program
managers of the various sites that we have listed, and we
have -- | think, Umatilla, Oregon, for exanple, Deseret --
and each of those were confident that they coul d be done by
2011, which would allow us to do a progressive close on
those facilities, as required by statute, and we woul dn't
have to go back to Congress for specific permi ssion to close

sonething that they already anticipated would be cl osed,

anyway.
There were sone, |ike Pueblo, that just didn't have the
confidence that it would close by -- or conplete its m ssion

by precisely the dates that this statute requires. And |
have testified before the Senate that |I felt [ike it would
extend a year or two. And, in that regard, then, | couldn't
express here a confidence that it would close by 2011 if |
had expressed a confidence that it wouldn't close by 2011
bef ore.

So, that's the way it was structured.
Hansen: One of the reasons --
Wnne: The --

Hansen: Excuse ne.

=533

Wnne: Yeah.
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M. Hansen: One of the reasons that Deseret Chemnica
is onthe list is because they wouldn't take the nustard gas
from Puebl 0?

M. Wnne: | wll choose not to address that one, sir,
because |I'm already --

M. Hansen: | can understand that.

M. Wnne: -- sonmewhat notorious for ny position.

M. Hansen: Thank you.

Chai rman Principi: Phil?

M. Gone: WlIll, with regard to the second gquestion
you rai sed, Commi ssioner Hansen, just as a rem nder, in the
context of the authority to proceed with this round,
Congress directed that, in the context of econom c
devel opnent conveyances, that the Secretary was required to
seek fair nmarket value, subject to the ternms and conditions
as authorized by the Secretary.

As we approach base reuse for the 2005 base cl osure
round, our reuse principles proceed fromtwo forns of noving
out expeditiously. First, to nove the m ssion as
expeditiously as we can, with the expectation that that wll
| ead to comunity econom c redevel opnent as expeditiously as
we can have that happen. As we approach disposal, though,
we want to approach this with a sort of -- a bit of a m xed

tool kit approach. Rather than falling into the process that
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you descri bed, we want to use all of our authorities,
wor ki ng col | aboratively with local conunities, to get the
best outcome both for the United States as well as for that
| ocal community. So, we will use our authorities in the
area of public-benefit conveyances, econom c devel opnment
conveyances at cost, and, at sone cases, perhaps at no cost,
assum ng the Secretary has fulfilled the mandate specified
by Congress for those. W wll use public sale. W wl]l
al so use new authority that we have to -- for conservation
conveyances that the Departnent did not have ten years ago.

Recently, the Navy, with sone of its |arger properties,
the former Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, in California,
as well as the work that it is doing at Naval Station
Roosevelt Roads and the closure that was directed by
Congress, is pursuing this m xed tool kit approach, which
al so contains elenents of public sale, and which al so has
great prom se for the future. W know that not every
property will lend itself to this approach. W know that in
some communities we will have to do a fair anmount, working
col l aboratively with them to get reuse into a position
where we want to be.

But where we are is that we do not -- we're trying to
desi gn a process where one size doesn't fit all. W are

trying to be flexible, forward-thinking, forward-Ileaning in
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our approach. And, yes, we will have nore public sale, but
we wll not doit to the exclusion of other tools that we
may have available to help unique communities in unique

ci rcunst ances get thenselves on the road to recovery after a
maj or base cl osure.

M . Hansen: Thank you.

Chai rman Principi: Admral Gehman?

Adm ral Gehman: | just have one question, and that is,
Coul d you catalog for us -- because | knowit's going to
cone up at every regional hearing that we go to -- the --

what ever budgetary provisions you have allowed for as
mtigation of BRAC? That is, funding for your Ofice of
Econom ¢ Devel opnent for studies, analysis, transition

pl ans, M LCON, and -- what kind of nunbers are we talking
about, and where in the budget, in the FYDP, are they?

M. Wnne: | think the best way | can start is, we
know that there is -- that savings is going to require
investnent. And we are -- have a one-tinme investnment of $24
billion to achieve this $49 billion of savings. Throughout
that is the -- all of the mlitary construction that we
think is necessary, and all of the novenent of personne
that we believe is necessary. And | believe in there,
there's sonme set-aside for grants and comrunity invol venent.

W have also -- we're dedicating a program manager to each
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of the major affected communities, and probably they wll
al so have affiliated sone of the m nor comunities, who wll
have access not only to that portion of the budget, but the
Presi dent has just signed an econom ¢ adj ust nent
presi dential order which involves other departnents -- the
Departnent of Comrerce, the Departnent of Labor. And we're
hoping that his order will have the effect of energizing, if
you will, not just a Departnment of Defense approach, but a
-- nore of a cross-departnent Adm nistration approach to
this. Because we recogni ze, with conpassion, that these
peopl e have been our partners for -- some, nore than 50
years; and, in fact, some go back al nost 200 years. And
you' ve got to recognize that that is not a wal kaway event,
and we do not see oursel ves as wal ki ng away.

They'I'l -- but, you know, nore to your point, | think -
- and, Phil, you mght want to think through this -- but |
think we need to put together a little packet that you m ght
have that is ained at the comunity support, that you can
take with you and actually have as you visit these folks.
And we'll try to endeavor to help you out with that. |
think that's a great question, and we want to -- | want to
follow up on that for you

M. Gone: |In that regard, Admral CGehman, and to

foll ow on what Secretary Wnne nentioned, the -- we and the

113



O fice of the Econom c Adjustnent are putting together just
that sort of basic package, which we expect will be
distributed on the Hill, certainly to congressional offices,
this week. We will also be posting it to the BRAC Wbsite,
and we' Il make it, certainly, available to you as you go
into the field. 1t'lIl contain a basic description of the
prograns of the O fice of Econom c Adjustnent, as well as a
brief description of the major prograns that are nmanaged by
our sister federal agencies.

And, as we continue to evolve the interagency response,
setting ourselves up for reuse discussion -- upon these
recommendati ons becom ng |l aw, we hope -- that we'll be in a
position to have that sort of kind of a response.

But, certainly, that information will be out there.
We'll put it in the public square, and we'll certainly nake
sure that you have access to it, and an adequate and
t hor ough understanding of it so that you can deal with that
guestion as it cones up as you're in the field.

Adm ral Gehman: Secretary Wnne, the 24 billion you
referred tois for the MLCON and the novenent of the
forces. | mean, that's to execute the BRAC, but that
doesn't mtigate any of the BRAC. That doesn't mtigate any
of the inpact.

M. Wnne: Well, | think some of the noney that we
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were -- are considering is actually associated with that, as

wel | .

Adm ral Gehman: Ckay.

So, M. Chairman, we may want to ask, for the record,
what these nunbers are and what the DOD plan is to -- in

mtigation. Thank you very nmuch for offering that.

M. Gone: M. Chairman, may | clarify that, just for
a nonent, if I mght? The funds that we will -- in terns of
mtigation -- because it's sort of -- it's two questions --
one i s planning assistance and prograns that m ght be
avai |l abl e through OEA and ot her parts of the Federal
Governnent. Those funds are outside the account.

Adm ral Gehman: Oh.

M. Gone: The Ofice of Econom c Adjustnent has a
budget request for that. Oher federal agencies have budget
requests of a simlar nature. The confusion, when the --
the use of the term"mtigation" -- the BRAC account is a
sol e source for environnental renediation, and, as we put
those appropriations requests to the Congress, there will be
-- that will be the place --

Adm ral Gehnan: Yeabh.

M. Gone: --in a location where that form --
Admral Gehman: | think that's the confusion.
M. Gone: -- of mtigation will occur. And | just
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wanted to nmake sure that -- to clarify. Because there are
two aspects to the question.

Chairman Principi: |If we can get that information for
the record, Admral.

M. Coyle?

M. Coyle: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

Gentl enmen, thank you, again, for your testinony this
af t ernoon.

Technology is nore inportant to the U S. mlitary than
any mlitary in the world, and it helps our mlitary have
capabilities that are the wonder of the world. As soon as
your draft criteria cane out, many people noticed that the
criteria did not address U.S. technol ogi cal advantage to
provide a proactive and rapidly adaptable force. The draft
criteria are silent about maintaining scientific and
techni cal excellence. And, further, in recent years the
trend has been to rely on industry for Defense science and
technol ogy and to undercut in-house governnment and mlitary-
service technical capabilities, which the Departnent needs,
both to be a good custoner and also to -- so as to be able
to pursue inportant technol ogi es, which industry does not.

I know you got many comments about this during the
comment period on your draft criteria, but you didn't change

the criteria. And ny question is, why? Considering your
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focus on Defense transformati on and the technical edge,
which U S. forces need, why wasn't the inportance of
facilities for technical excellence given nore weight?

M. Wnne: | would say it this way, that we felt Iike
the criteria gave us a lot of |eeway to exam ne the surge
requirenments in technology just as easily as the surge
requi renents of nobilization. | used the director of
Def ense Research and Engi neering to run the technical joint
cross-service group with an eye towards, Wat do we need in
the future, and how do we gain the investnent to essentially
create a dom nant force structure in the future? And | wll
tell you, that was the -- he had assistance from | aboratory

directors fromacross the country to achieve his goal.

But it is a case of -- we also are interested in nmaking
sure that the straightforward budget -- and this goes close
to where Admral Gehman was going -- the straightforward

budget for this has to continue to rise, because the
mar ket pl ace for science and technol ogies can't continue to
shrink and we just pursue it. But that's a whole 'nother
topi c area.

For us, what we tried to do is nmake sure that we had
the centers of excellence, that we had the expertise
avai l able. And we actually allowed for, if you will, two

poi nts of conpetitive thought to be avail able within our
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context of a center of excellence. So, what we did, if you
wll, was set the table, and now the next step is, if you
will, to gain the investnent strength to essentially get our
i nvest nent back up to where we would like to see it.

There's a host of topics on this in the future. But we took

the opportunity through the technical joint cross-service

group, | guess, to really force that issue a little bit.
M. Gone: And, Comm ssioner Coyle, if I -- 1 mght

add, debate over the selection criteria -- | nmean, for the

Departnment and fromthe Departnent's perspective -- the

selection criteria had to be broad enough to apply to al
the m ssions and functions of the Departnent --

M. Coyle: Right.

M. Gone: -- but yet be specific enough to guide
deci sion and sustain the legal requirenents that the
Secretary had before himin the devel opnent of
recommendations, as well as to guide the Commi ssion in the
conduct of its work.

In the Secretary's response that was published in the
Federal Regi ster when these criteria becane final, the
Secretary indicated those areas that were raised as the one
that you raised, where in the selection criteria that woul d
be acconmodated. The Secretary fulfilled the comm tnents

that were in that Federal Register conment.

118



In addition, it should be noted that, within the
context of this process -- in part, because of the joint and
uni que nature of this round of BRAC -- the Departnent
devel oped a set of BRAC principles which were contained in
policy menorandumtwo, in with -- within which, under the
question of equipping the force, the notion of putting
superior technology in the hands of the war fighter to neet
both current and future with references to netcentricity and
know edge- enabl ed warfare and know edge- enabl ed wor kf or ce,
are there that hel ped guide the process and fed into the
del i berations that M. Wnne described in the context of the
technical joint cross-service group.

So, the selection criteria are inportant, critically
i nportant, because they are a foundational elenent for the
recomendations. W did indicate where we woul d take these
into account. We did -- we believe we did take theminto
account. And those principles that you refer to, which are
so critically inportant to the future of the joint force,
are found in the BRAC principles we used to gui de the work.

So, while one may have questions or -- about the nature
of specific reconmendations, | think, as Secretary Wnne
i ndi cated, we did very thoroughly |ook to those functions,
and we recogni ze their critical inportance to the future of

t he Depart nent.
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M. Coyle: Wth respect to cost savings, | noted, in
goi ng through your vol une one, that when you | ook at the net
present val ue of the cost savings over 20 years, that, for
many of the proposed closures or realignnents, that value is
|l ess than five or ten mllion dollars. 1In fact, there's
sone that are less than a mllion, just a few hundred-

t housand dollars. Considering that it's not unusual for --
in the Departnent of Defense -- for costs to be nuch, nuch
hi gher than estimted, won't nmany of these proposed
realignnments and cl osures turn out not to be cost effective?

M. Wnne: Well, I will say it this way, that we have
a peculiar process here, in that there wasn't a | ot of
ent husiasmto acconplish many of the things that we
suggested. So, it was alnost as if we were overcom ng, sort
of, the cost barrier in order to effect some of the things.

Hi storically, the GAO has basically said that we have
overstated the costs and understated our savings, probably

as a result of the peculiar nature of this particular

exercise. But the -- but sonme of the things that you | ooked
at, | think, could be considered as opportunities where we
real i gned or noved -- or closed, in sone cases -- to neet a
| arger strategy. And so, it is -- it's kind of

interrelated. Very few of the smaller-dollar ones stand on

their own nerit. They nostly are on nerit as a result of
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being involved in a |arger strategy. "They," being, if you
will, one of the remmants that was close, and cl ose enough
that we felt |like the cost-benefit equation would probably,
at the end of the day, nove into our favor.

We actual ly exam ned, towards the end of the run,
anything that was of a longevity -- i.e. paid back in 25
years, or 27 years, or never paid back. W got down to, |
think, three or four of those that we decided were
i nperatives that we wanted to put forward anyway. And one
of themis, in fact, the Joint Strike Fighter Initial Pilot
Trai ni ng Base, which never pays back, because it is al nost
the -- evidenced as a new mssion. But it was so
transformational, we decided to go ahead and pay for it, if
you will, on the back of an installation or a back-shop's
breakt hrough, like it's supply and storage.

Anot her one is the novenent of the 7th Special Forces
group to Eglin Air Force Base, which we also felt |ike was
very transformational. It is another one that is very-large
dollar -- you won't mss it -- and it al so never pays back.

So, we did try to cull out those that were of a dubious
econonmi c nature, and tried to make sure that they were
either tied to a larger strategy or they were an inperative
that we just wanted to do.

M. Coyle: And, finally, your Appendix C, which cane
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out on Friday the 13th and lists all of the recommended

cl osures and realignments by state, conflicts significantly
with the respective nunbers in your volunme one, the fatter
thing which we got this weekend. These inconsistencies are
very difficult to reconcile, and make it correspondi ngly
difficult to performthe analysis that we need to do.

There are a nunber of exanples. One is the Nationa
Ceospatial-Intelligence Agency is recomended for closure.
Vol une one indicates that 2,833 jobs are affected, but your
Appendix Cis silent on that. And, of course, 2,833 jobs is
significant and of a |level that certainly we want to
exam ne.

And we heard the testinony earlier about how you used
the nmetropolitan statistical areas for your analysis, but we
need the kind of information that's in your Appendi x C done
on a non- MSA basis. Do you have that? And will you support
providing it to us, if you do?

M. Wnne: Well, first of all, let nme tell you that we
manage to confuse oursel ves, because the novenent was within
a certain distance, and there was no | oss of our -- or
contenpl ated | oss of enpl oynent. However, comma, we went
across the state line, which begins to say, well, you --
therefore, this state didn't do as well as this other state.

So, what we have elected to dois, we will have to go
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into parsing this SMSA area. To be nore specific, we have,
al so, a mcro-economc area which we tried to find ourselves
wi th, because sone people took issue with -- that we had
involved too large an area, and this one was on one edge of
it, and was fairly severely hit, or maybe woul d have been
nore severely hit, or nore severely gaining, if we had gone
to a mcro.

So, we are intending to support you with that
particul ar question and analysis, and we'll cut it as finely
as we can. W've got 25 mllion different data points.
Hopeful ly, we don't do that conpilation mathematically of
cuts, but -- the other thing is, is when -- as we were
putting these books together, as you' ve noticed, and | think
rightly so, we've continued to nmake changes and errata. And
we're hoping there's not too many, because it's -- we're
pretty proud of what we did, but we know there's going to be
some cat ches.

M. Coyle: Thank you.

M. Gone: M. Coyle, in that regard, the -- just so
t he Conmm ssion understands, within the context of a major-
metropolitan statistical area, or a mcro-netropolitan
statistical area, if we -- you were noving ten fol ks from
one installation to another installation, and it's in the

MVBA, the net effect of that is, it shows up as a nodel of
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zero, even though, in the recomrendati ons, when you start to
peel it back, you will see mnus ten over here, and plus ten
over here. W can certainly shred that out, but we did
provi ded the appendices in tw forns. One was the net-nets,
by installation; and the other one was the nets by najor-
metropolitan or mcro-netropolitan statistical area. W
certainly have all the background. Because all of that data
in the appendi x cane out of the sanme data -- out of the sane
dat abase. So, it's just different ways of shredding the
same information. But we can certainly provide it in

what ever form may be useful for the Comm ssion.

M. Coyle: Along those lines, you can't hel p but
notice that sonme of the closures are very small, affecting
only a handful of people -- in sone cases, only one or two
-- while sonme of the realignnments are very |large, affecting
t housands of people, both mlitary and civilian, and
effectively closing major activity in an affected facility,
but you don't see that the way the data is presented.

M. Gone: Yeah. | nmean, we have to -- regrettably,
in those cases, we have to deal with the definitions as
they're laid out in Title 10 and in the BRAC statute, and --
but we can certainly sort of parse that to make sure that
you have a full and conpl ete understandi ng of the actions --

M. Coyle: Thank you.
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M. Gone: -- that the Departnent has recommended.

Chai rman Principi: M. Bilbray?

M. Bilbray: Yes, thank you, M. Chairnan.

This may be answered in these -- particularly, your
report one and two. | just got mine this norning, because
they didn't want to ship it out West, because by the tine it
got there, I was on ny way here. The econom c input from
communities, did you take that in? Wat it would cost, say,

in South Dakota, for the loss of their major airbase, was

that -- is that in the report, or is it found anywhere what
the conmunities say they'Il lose in inconme and revenue and
so forth?

M. Gone: WIIl, we are not, Comm ssioner Bil bray,

able to take representations froma |local community into
account, as the Secretary and the Departnent devel oped
recomendations. Qur foundation -- the foundations of the
inventory, the force-structure plan, the selection criteria
rest on certified data. As we did all of our analysis to

i nclude the econom ¢ anal ysis, econom c inpact analysis, and
the ability of conmmunities to absorb and adjust to m ssions,
as we put those questions into the systemto receive answers
back, we relied on databases that could be certified. That
is, that they were accurate and conplete to the best of the

know edge of everyone in the system who handl ed t hat
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mat eri al .

M. Bilbray: That's in report one, two, three, or
four?

M. Gone: It is in report one, in terns of the
approach that we provided.

Sone of those, in sone of the cases of the economc
dat abases, they are databases that are wi dely avail abl e and
utilized. | have no doubt that in sone cases there wll be
conmunities that | ook at the data that was used for the
consi deration of econom c inpact, and disagree, and be able
to provide you with data that's to the contrary. That is
one of the latitudes that the Comm ssion has. The Secretary
and the Departnent were bound by the certification
requi renment, and that required that we treated all bases
equal ly, and that we, as we put those questions out for
response, had to be assured that the information com ng back
was certifiable. And so, we have what we do believe is
accurate and conplete information, and |'msure that there
will be debate on that by sone fol ks as they get a chance to
| ook at what we have provided.

M. Bilbray: The other -- another question is, the
Secretary, | think, kind of, rolled around on the 70,000
troops com ng back, saying, "Well, we've projected that, but

that m ght not happen for a long tine," never really saying
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what "a long tine" is. It could a year, two years, five
years, ten years.

You know, | was on the Armed Services Committee, as
Congressman Hansen, and | renenber the Departnent of Defense
comng to us on the MLCON budgets and sayi ng, "W need
nmoney to build up in -- at Subic Bay and at Cdark."™ |
remenber the Commttee asking them "Well, what about the
treaty with the Philippines on -- are they going to renew?"

And they said, "Ch, they' re just posturing. They're going
to renew the treaties.” O course, we had Munt Pinatubo
that hit and al nost destroyed Clark. But the Conmttee
didn't put all that noney into those bases on their
proj ecti ons.

And that kind of worries nme, that we will then, on the
opposite way here, close bases, find 70,000 troops coni ng
with no place to put them and having to build major
mlitary construction projects on bases around the United
States to acconmodate additional troops com ng hone from
Europe and Asia and -- while we're closing bases that have a
trenmendous econom c inpact to sone communities.

Sout h Dakota, for instance, | nean, it's devastating if
you have -- if you believe the reports, that half the
enpl oynent in the state, other than farmng and mning, is

fromthe Air Force, and that -- | mean, this has to be
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devastating. Connecticut has to be devastating with --

Maine. And that's why I'mreally interested in | ooking at

the figures of what you have, and we're having, |ike, 60
regional hearings -- | don't think all of us wll make al
60 in three nonths, but that's -- to hear the testinony of

the conmunities.

Now, |'m wondering, when you were doing this report,
are you |like nost governnment agencies, that you have a
little fudge factor in here for us? You know the past
hi story as the BRACs have shut down, 10 to 15 percent and
rejected it. Did you develop a list of what your priorities
on this list are? In other words, is the closing of a
certain facility nore inportant than the closing of another
facility, other than econom c, that we can see, ourselves?
O are you telling us that you thought the Committee was
goi ng to approve everything that you have before us?

M. Wnne: Wll, we hope that you do approve
everything that you have before us, w thout a doubt, but
I"ve told the Secretary, frankly -- | offered the 15 percent
-- that was actually changed and altered. It wasn't
actual ly renmoved or added or anything like that; it was --
but it was changed. And | was said, "As far as |I'm
concerned, | think that we -- we need to take that as a

gquality standard." And, hopefully, we will do a little bit
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better. In other words, we'll be a little bit nore
convincing, or our data wll be a little bit nore solid.

I think, as Secretary G one pointed out, though, the --
you all are going to receive comunity input that we were
not able to get. W had to use fairly broad databases t hat
wer e avail abl e nationwi de, usually from agencies that were
certifiable, if you will, froman audit standpoint. And I
woul d encourage you to do that. | have greatest respect for
the conmunities surroundi ng these bases that we're tal king
about, and hopefully they will neke their case -- or their
best case to you.

That having been said, | think our viewof the mlitary
val ue, the |lay-down of the forces that we've done, wll
posture us for the 21st century. | think burdening us with
addi ti onal bases decays that problem And, of course,
addi ng anything to the base structure, which, in fact,
happened before, hurts a community, inadvertently.

So, those are the -- those are, sort of, the way I
woul d portray it. But, no, sir, we did not, if you wll,
put sone fudge factor -- that | know of, anyway.

M. Bilbray: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chairman Principi: | just have one further question.
I"d like to focus on New England for a nonment. New Engl and

takes quite a hit, in ternms of closures -- wth New London,
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some-over-9,000 mlitary, civilian, and contractor
personnel ; you've got Portsnmouth, with probably six- or
seven-thousand peopl e; Brunswi ck. So, just the economc
i npact, alone, on these relatively small states will be
very, very significant.

But 1'd like to focus a little bit on mlitary val ue.
We don't have the justification yet, the docunents yet, to
determ ne how these mlitary value criteria were worked out.

But, with Portsnouth, you only have one of -- it's only one

of four remaining major naval shipyards that perform
primarily depot mai ntenance work on nucl ear - power ed
submari nes.

I'"ve heard from Navy col | eagues in the past, unrel ated
to BRAC, that Portsmouth is one of the nost efficient and
hi gh-quality shipyards in the Navy. How w Il mlitary val ue
be enhanced by cl osi ng down Portsnouth? How do you repl ace
the highly technical skilled workers in this nucl ear-power
field? And howlong will it take you to do so? Wy was the
deci sion nade to nove -- close dowmn New London and transfer
the assets to Norfol k and Kings Bay, and not the reverse, to
nove them up to New London, where you have El ectric Boat?
Can you just give ne sone sense of the mlitary-val ue
criteria here, as applied to these mlitary bases in New

London -- in New Engl and?
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M. Wnne: | can give you a start, M. Chairman.
woul d ask that you m ght ask the Secretary of the Navy and
the CNO when they conme. They will certainly be -- and,
hopefully, they will not conpletely turn around any of ny
answers, as | nake them i ndependently. Because what | tried
to do was stay away fromthe mlitary judgnment as far as |
coul d, and make sure that | had the full involvenent of the
mlitary officerships, as far as the dispersion of their
forces and where they would rather have them and not have
t hem

| can address Portsmouth, which is a fine yard.
mean, we have a great respect for the capability that
Portsmouth has perfornmed. |In fact, as | understand it, the

-- on Thursday, or sonething, they actually got an award
for being a terrific performer.

That havi ng been said, our nucl ear-submarine fleet is
not growing; it's dimnishing. The repairs to be perforned
at Everett, at Pearl Harbor, and at Norfol k are satisfying,
and we have excess capacity at all four of those yards. The
-- they have, if you will, personnel down there that are
trained in nuclear repair, at all three other yards. The --
if there's a specific niche of talent there in Portsnouth,
we woul d, of course, offer themto go down to Norfol k or

grow t hat back. But nucl ear-submarine work is perforned at
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Newport News, it is perforned at Electric Boat, and there is
talent available at -- in that field.

As to New London, the -- | know the Navy wi || probably
gi ve you additional input, but, in fact, they wanted two
submarine | ocations; and Kings Bay and Norfol k, frankly,
out-pointed, if you wll, on a mlitary-value and mlitary-
judgnment basis for the demands of the nmission, than did
Groton. They also have, on the Wst Coast, San D ego and
t he Puget Sound area, Bremerton, so they were imensely
satisfied.

But, as was nentioned before by Comm ssioner Coyle,
you' ve got to have a -- you' ve got to -- the market is not
going up. The market is actually stable to down.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

Any further questions by Comm ssioners?

[ No response. ]

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, Secretary Wnne,
Secretary G one, we very nuch appreciate your testinony
t oday.

May | just request that you try to get us the data as
soon as possible? You know, there is a seven-day statutory
requi renent fromthe point that the reconmendations are
rel eased. | know there's a great deal of burden on your

shoul ders, but anything you can do to facilitate that woul d
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be very, very hel pful for the Comm ssion.

M. Wnne: Thank you, sir, we'll take that one, and
we'll also take Admral Gehman's --

Adm ral Gehman: Pl ease.

M. Wnne: -- question to heart.

Chai rman Principi: And the questions for the record,
pl ease get them back as soon as possible.

Thank you, sir.

W' ||l take a five-mnute recess.

[ Recess. |

[ Press conference fol |l ows: ]

Chai rman Principi: Good afternoon, |adies and
gentlenmen. |'mpleased to have this opportunity, along with
nmy fell ow Comm ssioners, to answer any questions you m ght
have.

We had a very, very informative day. The Secretary
enphasi zed that change is nothing new, that closing and
restructuring bases is part of the process, is essential to
respond to the changing mlitary capabilities and certainly
changi ng threats and chall enges. | believe he adequately
addressed the issue of the interrel ati onship between BRAC
and the Quadrenni al Defense Review and sone of the other
ongoi ng studi es; and he points out that we can't freeze in

pl ace pendi ng study outcones, since there are always studies
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ongoi ng at any one tine. And he asserted, | thought quite
effective, that BRAC isn't just about saving noney, but
about making the mlitary nmuch nore effective, nuch nore
efficient, a jointness between the services to enhance our
mlitary capabilities, our readiness and joint war fighting
capabilities, about the inportance of stressing that
mlitary value is the highest priority. And it certainly is
national security. W nust be m ndful about econom c inpact
and return on the investnent of sone of these major, ngjor
changes. And that the reserve conponents are taken into
account in some of the restructuring that is taking place.

So, overall, | think it was a good day, and | think it
just pointed out the conplexity of our undertaking, as al
of these realignnents and closures are -- in many cases, are
linked to one another. And there may be one cl osure or one
real i gnnent, but it inpacts others, as well, and we have to
take that into consideration in our deliberations.

But, please, I'll turn it over to you for your
questions, and the Comm ssioners will be here to help
answer .

Voice: Sir, you nentioned, just a second ago, the idea
that the Secretary raised, that these are, sort of,
interrel ated changes, and that if you take one away, it

m ght, sort of, unravel. Do you or the other Comm ssioners
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feel your hands are tied in any way by that? Is it going to
be nore difficult than it m ght have been for other

Commi ssions to make changes to this list if it is sort of

all --

Chairman Principi: | think it's going to be nore
difficult. | wouldn't say that it ties our hands, but
certainly as we | ook at maki ng changes to the Secretary's
recomendati ons, we just need to be mndful that it's a
dai sy chain, and, if we touch one part of it, it could have
an i npact on other parts. And that, indeed, nmakes our work
nore conplex and nore difficult. But it -- | don't see it
as stopping us in any way.

Voice: M. Chairnman, | know you're just beginning your
work, really, and you just got this report, but, just in
terms of the overall, what is your gut reaction right nowto
the recommendations? |f you take them as a whole, do they
seem -- what you were expecting, reasonable, too nmuch? How
woul d you characterize -- how does it conpare to what you
wer e expecting, or what's your overall --

Chairman Principi: Well, | think it really is too
early to tell. There are a |lot of recomrendati ons here. |
nmean, there are, you know, 33 nmj or base closures, there are
29 realignnents, but there are also sonething |like over 700

other realignnments and closures that are of a smaller scale,
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a lot of reserve conponents. And we talked a little bit
about that today.

So, | think the -- I"msurprised by -- although we talk
about, you know, 25 or 20 percent, a smaller nunber, of
major mlitary realignnents and closures, there are a
significant nunber of smaller ones that we need to take into
consi deration. But we need to get the data, we need to get
the justification before | think I"'min a position -- |
woul d ask nmy Conmi ssioners if -- how they feel about that --
before we can really assess whether these proposals are
reasonabl e or not.

Does anybody el se want to comrent?

M. Bilbray: 1'd like to say one thing, that | just
basically think that we've got a |ot of bases. That's
what's our problem not the daisy chain of bases, |ike the
Chai rman said, and which is true, but the fact is, when they
give you so many things to | ook at -- no other BRAC
Conm ssion has ever had to | ook at as nmuch as this BRAC, and
that's what makes it difficult. W've got to give the
peopl e of those communities a chance to tell us what they
feel and to | ook at those facilities. And it's just tough.

I wish Congress had given us nore tinme than just three
nonths, really, to do this, because this, to be done

adequat el y, should be done in six, seven nonths.

136



Voice: How wi Il you decide when to send Conm ssi oners
to see a base, to visit a base, or when it's not necessary?>
You are going to send Comn ssioners only for the major
cl osure and realignnent?

Chai rman Principi: The Commi ssioners are di scussing
that now. Now that we have the |ist of proposed
real i gnnents and cl osures, we're nmaking sone deci sions on
whi ch bases need to be visited, which ones the staff can
visit. Cearly, any mlitary installation that is -- has a
maj or inpact will be visited by one or nore Comm ssioners.
W will also hold roughly 16 regional hearings in affected
areas of the country. So, we are going to do everything
wi t hout our power within a very limted period of tine to
visit as many bases and hold as many hearings as we possibly
can.

Voice: 1'd like to ask Generals Turner and Newton a
guestion about Air Force Reserve recruiting and retention.
That clearly was an issue today, and | was just wondering
of , given your experiences in the Air Force, whether -- you

know, what you thought about that.

General Newton: Well, as was indicated earlier, it my
be -- we certainly indicated there's a ot of information we
don't have yet, and we're still waiting for that. So, it

may be a bit premature for us to nake sone judgnental cal
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here. No question about it, there is a |ot of reserve-
conponent units that are inpacted here. GCeneral Mers spoke
to, that there may be different m ssions going into these

| ocations, and it nmay not inpact the personnel there as nuch
as woul d seem obvious to us. But, again, |I think we stil
have to wait until we get that background data, take a | ook
at that, and then cone up with some judgnents out of that.

General Turner: | would agree with that. And | would
al so add that, over the years, it's been very apparent to ne
that the people who are serving in the reserve conponent, as
well as the Air National Guard, are a very dedi cated bunch
of folks who really, really want to serve. And | don't know
that we're going to see that change. But, again, a |ot
depends on how everything cones out.

Voice: | have a question for M. Coyle, actually. The
guestion you had about the cost savings being | ess than a
mllion dollars and several - hundred-thousands dollars in
case of sone of the base closures and realignnents, were you
satisfied with that answer? And this is sonething you'll be
focusi ng on as the BRAC process goes forward?

M. Coyle: Well, part of what the Conmission will be
doing wll be |ooking at those cost figures. And we haven't
gotten all of the volumes yet, so we're just begi nning that

process. But one of the things that we will want to hear
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fromcomunities where we visit is, Do you think the
Depart nent of Defense got the cost right here? Does this
seem about right to you?

As you know, in past BRAC rounds, sonetines the
Commi ssi ons have not supported the recommended cl osures

because of cost reasons. The Comm ssion didn't feel that

the cost savings were there. So that will be one of the
things that we'll want to | ook at, too.

Voice: If | could just ask on the politics of this, I
mean, | noticed you questioned the inpact on New Engl and.

Some people said blue states did poorly in this, and red
states were net winners. Have any of you suspected that
politics had any role in this whatsoever, so far? Do you
have any --

Chairman Principi: 1'Il ask ny Comm ssioners to
cooment. | certainly have not suspected that politics has
played a role. | don't think you can |look at total nunbers
of gainers and losers -- sone states, |ike Texas, that cone
out on the plus side because of the realignnent of overseas
forces, to places |like Fort Bliss and Fort Sam Houston. But
there are 16 base closures in Texas that inpact a | ot of
people, and | think that's true across the country. So,
have not evidenced any politics playing a role in these

r econmendat i ons.
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General Hill: Let ne add to that. | would like to add
to that. The process has been ongoi ng inside the Departnent
of Defense for the last couple of years. And let's assune
that if you took that conspiracy theory farther, and you
woul d say, "Okay, there is politics involved in there," what
is not political about it are those uniforned fol ks, and
they are providing their judgnment. And that would, in no
way, shape, or form play init. 1've been a part of that
process.

M. Skinner: Let ne just add that if you |look at it
and analyze it thoroughly, you're going to see that you
can't really -- there is no thenme there. | nmean, sone bl ue
states did very well, and better than they thought they were
going to do, and sone red states did worse than they thought
they were going to do. And I think that shows that there
was sone very solid judgnent.

And | think -- you know, Secretary Runsfeld pointed out
today, a lot of work has gone into this by a |lot of people,
both uniformed and civilian, and they're entitled to a
presunption of regularity. And | don't think there's any
sign so far that there's been any irregularity or any
political influence. |In fact, I'mdelighted that there
isn't that kind of influence, because it's going to make our

job a I ot easier.
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One ot her point you nmade, it wasn't just the Air Force
Reserve. | think what a |ot of us are concerned about is
the Arny National Guard and the Arnmy Reserve that's bearing
the brunt of the injuries in battle and redeploynent into
Af ghani stan, Iraqg, and other parts of the world. And over
60- sone percent of the closures affect Arny Guard and Arny
-- nostly Arny Guard and Arny Reserve facilities. And these
are the peopl e whose |ives have been disrupted the nost, and
they' re being redeployed two and three tinmes, and they have
the biggest recruiting problens. That's where we're com ng
up short on the recruiting.

And what | think the Conm ssion -- ny questions were,
and I'm sure the other Conm ssioners were the sane, is that
we don't want to do anything that's going to nmake it any
harder on these people and their famlies than is absolutely
necessary, not only froma quality-of-life viewoint, but
also as a recruitnment and retention point. W can't afford
to |l ose these trained soldiers and sailors and airnen, but
primarily Arnmy National Guard and Reservists who are bearing
the brunt of the injuries and deaths over there, as well as
the Marine Corps, obviously, and the active-duty personnel.

So, | think that was a concern that was expressed, and
we're going to be looking at that very seriously.

Voi ce: One question for Congressman Hansen. In the
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past -- when the Commi ssion had to consider the proposal --
Puerto Rico -- the Vieques case was driving your decisions
or -- |1 would like to know if the Vieques case in any way

driving your consideration on the proposal --

M. Hansen: Ch, on Vieques? Well, | had sone strong
feelings on that, as you may recall. And as long as | was
in Congress, they didn't close it. | was out of Congress,

and they closed it in tw days, so that tells you sonet hing.
| still think it was a m stake, because that's the one
pl ace you could send these kids out to finally get their
final training. And we were sending carrier battle groups
and others to the Mediterranean, and they were not trained
to the capacity that they were supposed to be, going out.
And, frankly, | think that Vieques is a dangerous pl ace
because of all the armanents that are there. And if | was
still chairman of the Resource Commttee, | would suggesting
making it a wlderness, because that's the only safe way to
handle it. But, anyway, we'll see what happens on it. |
don't think it's going to be anywhere near as good as the

folks in Puerto Rico think it's going to be. That's ny very

bi ased opinion. | apol ogi ze.
Voi ce: Do you believe that -- your consideration of
the -- Puerto Rico in any way your -- with Puerto Ri co would

af fect your --
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M. Hansen: |, candidly, would have no way of know ng,
because | was out of the situation at that tinme. And | kind
of doubt that. But I would have no way of know ng the
answer to that. Maybe sone of these other Conm ssioners
woul d have a nmuch better handle it than | woul d.

Voice: There's a situation with social security and
Presi dent Bush's agenda and the war -- ongoing war in Iraq.

Is this another decision why they nust close or the
situation that we're faced with currently with cl osing al
the different bases and knowng it's going to hurt so many
different famlies -- | think you said 7,000 --

Chairman Principi: | didn't hear the entire question,
but | can assure you, this is an independent --

Voi ce: -- agenda with social security in the next 10
to 20 years, and with the ongoing war in lraq, is this the
mai n reason why they have to cone to terns and reduce all of
this as soon as possible? Is this the situation we're in?

Chairman Principi: Well, this is an independent
comm ssion that will assess very carefully the
recommendati ons by the Secretary of Defense and to do what's
right for the American people for our national security and
to assure that we have the mlitary capability to protect
our nmen and wonen in uniform That's the entire basis for

this process, and | have every confidence that we wll see
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the process through to conpletion in the best interests of
the nen and wonen in uniform
Thank you very nuch

[ Wher eupon, at 5:00 p.m, the hearing was adjourned. ]
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